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CHRISTOPH KUNKEL 
Man!s Creation and Salva t i o n 
according t o George V. Florovsky 
The task of the t h e s i s i s t o systematize the d o c t r i n e of the 
c r e a t i o n and the s a l v a t i o n of man as presented i n the essays 
of one of the most important Orthodox theologians: George V. 
Florovsky (1893 - 1 9 7 9 ) . 
The d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n i s the presupposition f o r Florovsky's 
whole theology, f o r i t lays down the basics . and foundations of 
a l l other d o c t r i n e s . Creation i m p l i e s ( f i r s t of a l l ) the 
categories of space and time f o r created beings i n d i s t i n c t i o n 
w i t h the d i v i n e mode of existence. These two d i f f e r e n t modes 
of existence imply, on the one hand, the r e a l i t y of c r e a t u r e l y 
freedom and i t s consequences (the F a l l , s i n , e v i l and freedom 
of c h o i c e ) , and on the other, the d i v i n e freedom t o create, 
which f o r Florovsky necessitates the d i s t i n c t i o n i n God between 
the d i v i n e being and the d i v i n e energies. While the f i r s t p a r t 
of the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n i s concerned w i t h the d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 
p r i n c i p l e between God and man, i . e . 'nature', the second p a r t 
deals w i t h the personal aspect of t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p , which i s 
the d o c t r i n e of theosis. 
The d o c t r i n e of the s a l v a t i o n of man i s constructed i n the same 
way as the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , i . e . according t o the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between nature and person. Thus, C h r i s t o l o g y i s concerned w i t h 
the h e a l i n g of human nature, which i s u l t i m a t e l y the a b o l i t i o n 
of m o r t a l i t y . E c c l e s i o l o g y i s the d o c t r i n e concerning the 
s a l v a t i o n of the human person. Being the body of C h r i s t , the 
church i s the realm f o r t h i s s a l v a t i o n , f o r i t i s the church 
which o f f e r s the d i v i n e means of s a l v a t i o n , the sacraments of 
baptism and the eu c h a r i s t . 
I n conclusion, a c r i t i c a l assessment of Florovsky's d o c t r i n e 
considers h i s fundamental d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person 
from a Lutheran perspective. 
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The u l t i m a t e reason f o r the existence of t h i s study o r i g i n a t e s i n 
several t a l k s about Orthodoxy w i t h Father George Dragas and a ra t h e r 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l systematic seminar about Florovsky's essay 'The 
Resurrection of L i f e ' . Due to these discussions I became i n t e r e s t e d 
i n Orthodox theology and - encouraged by Father Dragas - decided t o 
give some of my time t o a more d e t a i l e d study of t h i s theology, which 
seems t o be r a t h e r unknown i n the West. Father George Florovsky i s 
commonly regarded as one of the g r e a t e s t contemporary Orthodox 
Theologians and I decided t o work on h i s theology, concentrating on 
hi s d o c t r i n e about man, because most of h i s important t h e o l o g i c a l 
works have been published i n English. 
Before d i s c u s s i n g Florovsky's theology I want to give a b r i e f 
biography of t h i s Orthodox theologian. Born on the 28.8.1893 as the 
f o u r t h and youngest c h i l d t o the Orthodox p r i e s t V. A. Florovsky and 
h i s w i f e C. Georgievny, Georges V a s i l i e v i c h Florovsky was an 
Ass i s t a n t Professor a t the U n i v e r s i t y of Odessa f o r philosophy from 
1919-1920. Because of the C i v i l War he l e f t Russia i n January 1920 
and became a member of the Russian Academia Collegium i n Prague (1921), 
where he l e c t u r e d i n philosophy of law u n t i l 1926. From 1926-1948 he 
held the Chair f o r P a t r i s t i c s i n the Orthodox Theological I n s t i t u t e 
i n P aris. I t was from the very beginning of t h i s time t h a t Florovsky 
got i n v o l v e d i n the ecumenical movement, being one of the leading 
Orthodox theologians a t several meetings of the World Council of 
Churches. I n 1948 Florovsky went to the USA t o become Professor of 
Theology i n St. Vladimir's Orthodox Theological Seminary i n New York 
C i t y and held t h i s post u n t i l 1955* being simultaneously Adjunct 
Professor f o r H i s t o r y and Theology of Eastern Orthodoxy a t the Union 
Theological Seminary. From 1956 u n t i l 1964 Florovsky held the Chair of 
Eastern Church H i s t o r y a t Harvard U n i v e r s i t y and f i n a l l y taught 
S l a v i c Studies a t Princeton U n i v e r s i t y as Professor Emeritus u n t i l 
he died on the 11.9.1979 i n Princeton, New Jersey. Being an Orthodox 
Pr i e s t since 1932, Florovsky always t r i e d t o combine h i s wide ranging 
academic s k i l l s w i t h h i s personal f a i t h , which i s obvious i f one reads 
some of h i s sermons as w e l l as h i s essays. Being more a h i s t o r i a n than 
a systematic t h e o l o g i a n , he i s regarded as a conservative Orthodox 
th e o l o g i a n , who asked f o r a r e t u r n 'back to the Fathers'. Though he 
never r e a l l y c l a r i f i e d i n a systematic way what he wanted theology t o 
be he asked f o r a " n e o p a t r i s t i c synthesis""'", which attempts to combine 
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the theology of the theologians of the Orthodox t r a d i t i o n w i t h 
contemporary questions, although the p a t r i s t i c theology had t o have 
i t s c l e a r preeminence over modern attempts. This becomes c l e a r i f 
one reads only some of Florovsky's essays. He wrote only f o u r bigger 
works which are a l l concerned w i t h Church h i s t o r y , w h i l e h i s 
systematic thoughts are l a i d down i n several essays. "Florovsky 
c u l t i v a t e d a l a p i d a r y s t y l e . Every f a c e t of what he wrote was 
sharply honed before i t l e f t h i s desk - w i t h a view t o the abiding 
place i t would have i n the canon of Orthodox l i t e r a t u r e " . Maybe 
t h i s e xplains why Florovsky d i d not produce many books. He w r i t e s 
very concisely and mostly on j u s t one t o p i c , never attempting t o 
present an Orthodox dogmatic. This, however, involves the f a c t t h a t 
he presupposes many d o c t r i n e s w i t h o u t e x p l a i n i n g them i n any d e t a i l . 
This was one of the d i f f i c u l t i e s one had t o face i n reading t h i s 
theology. 
My task was t o systematize Florovsky's thoughts and t o present 
them i n a systematic way. This involved the problem of expounding 
u n d e r l y i n g thoughts and presuppositions as w e l l as combining d i f f e r e n t 
subjects presented by Florovsky on d i f f e r e n t occasions. This does not 
mean t h a t the c o n s t r u c t i o n of the t h e s i s i s a r b i t r a r i l y and does not 
represent Florovsky's way of di s c u s s i n g the problems, because 1. h i s 
various essays o f f e r l i n k s , which c l a r i f y possible connections t o 
subjects r e l a t i n g t o the matter of concern, and 2. h i s two basic 
essays, which r e l a t e t o the d o c t r i n e of man, "Creaturehood" and 
"Redemption" o f f e r a c e r t a i n c o n s t r u c t i o n , which I fo l l o w e d i n my 
systematic e x p o s i t i o n of Florovsky's thoughts. I n the course of the 
research i t became c l e a r t h a t i t was necessary t o present Florovsky's 
d o c t r i n e of Creation, of God and h i s C h r i s t o l o g y i n d e t a i l i n order 
t o get a more complete i n s i g h t i n t o h i s understanding of the s i t u a t i o n 
of man coram deo. This i n d i c a t e s already t h a t I had t o r e f e r t o 
essays of d i f f e r e n t p e r i o d s , i n order t o present Florovsky's d o c t r i n e s 
i n a f a i r way. I t i s s u r p r i s i n g however t o f i n d t h a t t h i s i s possible 
w i t h o u t having t o look f o r any change or development i n Florovsky's 
ideas. Reading essays from d i f f e r e n t periods one f i n d s out t h a t 
Florovsky i s very o f t e n l i t e r a l l y quoting e a r l i e r essays, adding only 
a few p o i n t s . To exemplify t h i s one might r e f e r t o h i s essay 
'Redemption', published i n 1930, which was the basis f o r several other 
essays which c o n s i s t of e i t h e r shortened quotations, or exact 




111, 113f, 120 
Lamb 17-20 
Lamb 2.3 
The Gospel of the Resurrection 
Pat. Age 68-70 
Tree 12-34 




S i m i l a r observations can be made w i t h reference t o other essays a s 
w e l l . This consistency i n theology appears t o be strange, e s p e c i a l l y 
i f one i s aware of the f a c t t h a t Plorovsky had several discussions 
w i t h other theologians from other t r a d i t i o n s . Only i n the essays 
'Holy S p i r i t ' and 'High C a l l i n g ' one f e e l s an i n f l u e n c e of Kar l 
Barth's theology, which i s due t o the f a c t t h a t Florovsky met Barth 
i n Bonn i n the e a r l y t h i r t i e s and was r a t h e r f a s c i n a t e d by h i s "new" 
approach t o theology. But t h i s i n f l u e n c e d i d n ot l a s t long. Thus 
Florovsky remained f a i t h f u l t o the Orthodox t r a d i t i o n and t r i e d t o 
present i t i n a new way. This, however, involves from the very 
beginning t h a t h i s theology i s timeless and does not look f o r the 
contemporary needs of theology presented by contemporary problems. 
This i s not a negative judgement, but wants t o assert t h a t Florovsky 
saw the answer t o the problems of today i n a theology which attempts 
t o be a ' n e o p a t r i s t i c synthesis'. 
For Florovsky man i s f i r s t of a l l created. Consequently our 
ex p o s i t i o n of Florovsky's theology concerning man has t o s t a r t w i t h 
the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , f o r the statement t h a t man i s a creature 
can only be understood i n the wider context of the c r e a t i o n of a l l 
t h i n g s . This chapter w i l l be f o l l o w e d by Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of the 
s a l v a t i o n of man, which w i l l f i n a l l y lead us t o a c r i t i c a l assessment 
of h i s theology concerning man. I do not want t o conceal t h a t the 
th e s i s i s w r i t t e n b j a Lutheran and consequently c r i t i c a l remarks w i l l 
be presented from t h i s perspective. However, a l o t t h a t should have 
been s a i d , could n ot be s a i d , because of the size of the t h e s i s . Thus 
the t h e s i s should be understood as an attempt t o understand a 
theologian from another t r a d i t i o n i n order t o open up a discussion, 
which i s f r e e from p r e j u d i c e s . 
Before s t a r t i n g the a c t u a l t h e s i s I want t o thank those people I 
am e s p e c i a l l y indebted t o and w i t h o u t whose help my work would not have 
been possible. As my supervisor Father George Dragas helped me 
through several extensive discussions t o get i n t o the Orthodox frame 
of mind and t o understand the teaching of h i s teacher i n a b e t t e r way. 
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The German Academic Exchange Service made my stay i n Durham 
possible by g r a n t i n g a generous scholarship. I am e s p e c i a l l y 
indebted t o Miss Jane Peek and Mr Nic Humphries who bore a l l my 
personal miseries i n the course of w r i t i n g the t h e s i s and helped 
a great deal w h i l e l i s t e n i n g t o me. 
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l ?he_Doctrine_of_Creation 
To t a l k about man as a creature presupposes t h a t there i s a creator. 
Thus one cannot t a l k about the creature w i t h o u t t a l k i n g a t the same 
time about the c r e a t o r and the a c t u a l event of' c r e a t i o n . Florovsky 
t h e r e f o r e s t a r t s h i s d o c t r i n e about the c r e a t i o n of man w i t h the 
r e j e c t i o n of any concepts which understand the world as s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t 
and e t e r n a l . Though our main concern w i l l be the problem of man, we 
have t o look i n t o the general d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n as w e l l . I n 
r e j e c t i n g other concepts, which t r y t o e x p l a i n the world, Florovsky 
o u t l i n e s already some main t o p i c s of h i s theology. 
A The Rejection of the Greek Cosmology 
The world i s created. This a s s e r t i o n r e j e c t s a l l concepts which 
regard the w o r l d as s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t , e t e r n a l or e v o l u t i o n a r y . 
U l t i m a t e l y there are two cosmologies which oppose each other and are 
i r r e c o n c i l a b l e . Today we c a l l them e v o l u t i o n and c r e a t i o n but they 
"are i n the l a s t r e s o r t p r e c i s e l y the Greek and the C h r i s t i a n " * . 
This seems t o be q u i t e obvious, but the main d i f f e r e n c e between these 
two concepts i s t h e i r understanding of time. 
Despite various trends i n Greek philosophy, Florovsky sees a 
common p a t t e r n i n a l l systems: the idea of an e t e r n a l cosmos. This 
can be s t a t e d by means of the f o l l o w i n g quotations from A r i s t o t l e : 
"For what i s of necessity coincides w i t h what i s always, since t h a t 
which must be, cannot p o s s i b l y not be: hence a t h i n g i s e t e r n a l , i f 
i t s being i s necessary; and i f the coming-to-be of a t h i n g i s t h e r e -
f o r e necessary, i t s coming-to-be i s e t e r n a l , and i f e t e r n a l , necessary" 
" i f i t i s t o be e t e r n a l , i t cannot proceed i n a s t r a i g h t l i n e , because 
i t can have no source .... but there must be a source of coming-to-be 
though w i t h o u t coming-to-be i t s e l f being l i m i t e d , and i t must be 
e t e r n a l . Therefore i t must be a c y c l i c a l process" . The consequence 
i s t h a t time i s a l i m i t e d number of motions and thus a r e i t e r a t i o n of 
i t s e l f . Nothing r e a l l y new i s going t o happen, no innovations are 
4 
p o s s i b l e . This cosmology derives from astronomical observations , 
where e v e r y t h i n g seems t o be i n a continuous, though i n the end 
meaningless and tiresome c y c l i c a l movement. The b i b l i c a l concept 
of time however i s t h a t of a l i n e a r movement. 
Florovsky i s s t r o n g l y opposed t o the Gre& concept: "There i s no 
sense of c r e a t i v e duty i n the Greek mind" . This i s not an argument 
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y e t t h i s statement against the l o g i c a l Greek concept shows what 
Florovsky i s up t o . H i s t o r y i s the place f o r a c t i v i t y , f o r c r e a t i v e 
acts and achievements. He refuses t o regard the world as a k i n d of 
perpetuum mobile, where no t h i n g new can happen. Due to the 
a s s e r t i o n t h a t 'the world i s created' C h r i s t i a n i t y has t o i n s i s t on 
the v a l i d i t y of h i s t o r y and time. Florovsky c l a r i f i e s t h i s i n h i s 
essays, "The predicament of the c h r i s t i a n h i s t o r i a n " , where he 
s t a r t s w i t h Max Bloch's statement: " C h r i s t i a n i t y i s a r e l i g i o n of 
h i s t o r i a n s " ^ . And he i s aware of "a c o n t i n u i n g a n t i - h i s t o r i c a l 
a t t i t u d e " among theologians, e s p e c i a l l y those influenced by 
e x i s t e n t i a l i s m and the Bultmann School. Against these Florovsky 
stresses the h i s t o r i c i t y of the C h r i s t i a n b e l i e f , which i s bound up 
w i t h events i n time, w i t h the deeds of God. "Time begins and ends, 
but i n time human d e s t i n y i s accomplished. Time i t s e l f i s 
e s s e n t i a l l y unique, and never comes back .... The concreteness of 
purpose binds, from w i t h i n , the stream of events i n t o an organic 
Q 
whole" . C r e a t u r e l y a c t i v i t y i n time forms h i s t o r y , t h a t i s 
Florovsky's s t r e s s . 
I n Florovsky's arguments against the Greek cosmology we f i n d 
another h i n t t o a subject of importance i n h i s theology. R e f e r r i n g 
t o the S t o i c s and t h e i r concept of the 'apokatastasis panton' he 
o b j e c t s t o the f a c t t h a t i n t h e i r system the c o n t i n u i t y of the 
9 
i n d i v i d u a l existence i s not taken i n t o account . I f h i s t o r y i s the 
place f o r a c t i o n and innovations, t h i s has t o be done through 
i n d i v i d u a l s . Already Origen p r o t e s t e d against the Greek concept i n 
9a 
saying: " I f t h i s i s t r u e , then f r e e w i l l i s destroyed" . This i n 
i t s e l f i s not y e t an argument against the philosophers, but i n 
t a k i n g up t h i s Origenis'tic view, Florovsky c l e a r l y shows what the 
main c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the i n d i v i d u a l s i s : t h e i r freedom, which 
enables them t o b r i n g about these innovations. Here l i e s h i s second 
s t r e s s . He i n s i s t s on and v a l i d a t e s both on the grounds of h i s 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . Thus we may say t h a t the C h r i s t i a n cosmology 
w i t h i t s s t r e s s on h i s t o r y and the a c t i v i t y of i n d i v i d u a l s i s one 
b i g argument against the Greek c y c l i c a l idea of the world. 
To say the w o r l d i s created i m p l i e s a beginning of the world. 
But how can we make t h i s a s s e r t i o n i f nobody i s able t o t e s t i f y t o i t ? 
This question i s interwoven w i t h the problem of time. I f one does not 
want t o conceive of the world as e t e r n a l , one has to assert a 
beginning of time. Because of t h i s problem Augustin said: procul 
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dubio non e s t mundus f a c t u s i n tempore, sed curn tempore . But 
t h i s t r a n s i t i o n from non-existence t o existence, t h i s beginning of 
time, which i s not time y e t , i s inac c e s s i b l e t o human mind. We 
are not capable t o t h i n k of the t r a n s i t i o n from nothingness to 
being, from e t e r n i t y t o time. Though Florovsky does not e x p l a i n , 
why t h i s i s so, he i s r i g h t i n s t r e s s i n g man's i n c a p a c i t y t o 
conceive of a r e a l beginning. Because t o t h i n k of a beginning 
always i m p l i e s t h a t something has come t o an end. K a n t ^ c a l l s 
12 
t h i s 'something' empty time , but i f i t i s an empty time, n o t h i n g 
can come i n t o being i n t h i s time, because then t h i s empty time would 
have been " f u l l " . His second argument against the c o n c e i v a b i l i t y of 
a beginning of time runs as f o l l o w s : i f I say the world has no 
beginning, i . e . i t i s i n f i n i t e as regards time, then up t o the present 
moment an i n f i n i t e time has passed. But time i s s t i l l going on, 
consequently i n f i n i t y i s growing, which would be a c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n 
terms. Thus we cannot conceive of a beginning of time. 
But according t o Florovsky there i s a way t o comprehend t h i s 
beginning: "We always c a l c u l a t e time i n an inverse order, back from 
the present, r e t r e a t i n g i n t o the depth of time, going backwards i n 
13 
the temporal sequence" . And going backward one comes t o a h a l t , 
which i s s t i l l c a l c u l a b l e from w i t h i n the temporal sequence. But i t 
i s the n o t i o n of the beginning of time which makes us stop, the 
i m p o s s i b i l i t y of an i n f i n i t e r e t r o g r e s s i o n i n t o the past, because a 
" f i r s t u n i t i s a b s o l u t e l y p o s t u l a t e d i n the temporal s e r i e s , before 
which there are no other l i n k s , no other moments of time, because 
there was no change and no sequence whatever"^, i . e . e t e r n i t y . 
Without any doubt, t h i s i s a good argument - though from experience. 
But l o o k i n g i n A r i s t o t l e and other Greek philosophers one i s e a s i l y 
convinced t h a t there i s no " p r o h i b i t i o n " a t a l l t o go back i n t o the 
past i n f i n i t e l y , no absolute necessity f o r such " p o s t u l a t i n g the 
15 
i m p o s s i b i l i t y of an i n f i n i t e r e t r o g r e s s i o n " . P o s t u l a t i n g t h i s 
beginning of time means on the one hand t h a t the "'number' of the 
times past"^ i s l i m i t e d , but on the other hand i t involves the 
danger of t h i n k i n g of a cause f o r time i n order t o give time a 
meaning. Consequently t h i s cause would be an inseparable p a r t of the 
e x i s t i n g e f f e c t . Both the cause and the e f f e c t would be connected 
w i t h i n a higher frame of meaning which would mean t h a t both belong 
n e c e s s a r i l y t o the same context of being. But i n C h r i s t i a n t h i n k i n g 
God i s the f r e e Creator of time. He f r e e l y commits himself t o time. 
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Thus he never belongs n e c e s s a r i l y t o time, though he might act i n 
time, but t h i s a c t i n g i n time i s h i s f r e e d e c i s i o n which i s not 
imposed upon him. Florovsky must have seen t h i s d i f f i c u l t y . I n 
h i s essay "The Idea of Creation i n C h r i s t i a n Philosophy", published 
i n 19^9 i - e - 21 years l a t e r than "Creature and Creaturehood", which i s 
not as c l e a r a t t h i s p o i n t , we have a l i t t l e h i n t t o t h i s . F i r s t l y 
he says: "What does r e a l l y matter i s j u s t t h i s p o s t u l a t e of the h a l t " 
i n the r e t r o g r e s s i o n i n time. Then he denies the Kantian "empty 
time", because God does not precede the created world i n time" but 
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" c e l s i t u d i n e semper praesentis a e t e r n i t a t i s " and f i n a l l y concludes: 
"We cannot understand the t r a n s i t i o n from Divine e t e r n i t y t o 
d u r a t i o n or the succession of times, p r e c i s e l y because t h i s i s no 
l8 
homogeneous t r a n s i t i o n but an u l t i m a t e h i a t u s and r u p t u r e " . Thus 
to conceive of the world and of time as created i s an act of b e l i e f 
and cannot be demonstrated, p o s t u l a t e d or i n any way deduced from 
experience. One may ask why Florovsky s t i l l p o s t u l a t e s the h a l t i n 
the r e t r o g r e s s i o n of time. I f Florovsky wants t o s t r e s s t h a t God 
i s the f r e e Creator one may enquire whether such an attempt t o 
conceive the inconceivable, i . e . the beginning of the world, supports 
t h i s a s s e r t i o n or confuses i t . 
The d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n as an a r t i c l e of f a i t h i s the argument 
against the Greek cosmology. Florovsky r e f e r s t o Augustin: "Viam 
rectam sequentes quae nobis e s t Christus. Eo djuce e t s a l v a t o r e , a 
1119 
vano e t inepto c i r e u i t u I t e r f i d e i mentemque avertamus . Augustin 
i s arguing against the Greek c y c l i c a l concepts i n p o i n t i n g out the 
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s of these e s p e c i a l l y P l a t o n i c views, j o y f u l l y concluding: 
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" C i r c u i t u s i l l i iam e x p l o s i sunt" . Florovsky does not go t h i s way, 
nor as one might expect a f t e r t h i s q u o t a t i o n , a c h r i s t o l o g i c a l one. 
"The r a d i c a l r e f u t a t i o n of a c y c l i c a l conception was possible only i n 
21 
the context of a coherent d o c t r i n e of Creation" . S u r p r i s i n g l y , 
Florovsky continues: " C h r i s t i a n Eschatology does i n e x t r i c a b l y depend 
22 
upon an adequate d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n " and not upon Christology! 
This sets the course f o r the f o l l o w i n g discussion. Though Florovsky 
can be C h r i s t o l o g i c a l i n h i s arguments, t o a Lutheran he does not seem 
t o be able t o be C h r i s t o c e n t r i c enough. This w i l l have i t s 
i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . But coming back to the 
Augustinian q u o t a t i o n , we are compelled t o ask why does Florovsky 
r e f e r t o Augustin a t a l l ? Though he does not mention i t e x p l i c i t l y 
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he must presuppose t h a t C h r l s t ( o l o g y ) i s r e l e v a n t or even the 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r a d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . Whether he r e a l l y 
f u l f i l s t h i s expectation we w i l l have t o decide once we have 
presented h i s f u l l conception. 
To r e j e c t the Greek concept of cosmology one has t o have a 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , which f i r s t of a l l involves the a s s e r t i o n of a 
beginning of time. This beginning of time i s inconceivable 
according t o Florovsky, though comprehensible and imaginable, i f one 
p o s t u l a t e s i t . Thus the a s s e r t i o n t h a t the world i s created i s an 
a r t i c l e of f a i t h , a C h r i s t i a n datum. 
B Creation i s contingent 
1. Two basic statements 
According t o Florovsky perhaps the best d e f i n i t i o n of c r e a t i o n i s as 
f o l l o w s : "A created world i s a wor l d , which might not have e x i s t e d 
at a l l " ' ' " . I t must be n o t i c e d t h a t through t h i s d e f i n i t i o n the a c t u a l 
event and act of c r e a t i o n i s not mentioned, but a f a c t i s described. 
2 
However, alongside t h i s basic statement o c c u r r i n g several times goes 
the other, which i s already one i m p l i c a t i o n of i t : "God could have 
not created a t a l l " these two statements cannot be separated from 
each other, though i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o note t h a t Florovsky seems t o 
4 
subordinate the l a t t e r t o the former . Both have i n common the stress 
on the contingency of the world as w e l l as the contingency of i t s 
o r i g i n . This contingency f i n d s i t s expression i n the freedom of man 
and God. Man and God are the two primary subjects and the two basic 
statements r e f e r to each of them r e s p e c t i v e l y . 
I n the f o l l o w i n g chapters I s h a l l t r y t o p o i n t out some 
consequences which emerge from these two sentences and which -
furthermore - w i l l be r e l e v a n t f o r Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of man, since 
i t i s i n h i s d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n t h a t he lays down the basic 
5 
p r e s u p p o s i t i o n t o h i s e n t i r e theology . 
2. The world might not have e x i s t e d a t a l l - anthoropology 
2.1 M u t a b i l i t y - I m m u t a b i l i t y 
What cannot be said about C h r i s t as God must be said about the world: 
UoTt Oil ouK We cannot give any proper and s u f f i c i e n t reason 
f o r the existence of the world which derives from i t s existence. To 
assert t h a t the world i s created means t h a t there i s "an u l t i m a t e and 
contingent 'surplus' o f existence" . God i s not. alone any more but 
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created t h i s new r e a l i t y outside himself. By the w i l l of God the 
world came i n t o being and does e x i s t . And here l i e s the mystery of 
c r e a t i o n : the world i s contingent, but i t o r i g i n a t e s i n t h i s 
u l t i m a t e act of Qod, who was e n t i r e l y f r e e when he created. But 
because the world i s contingent i t i s mutable, and because i t 
o r i g i n a t e s i n the u l t i m a t e act of God i t i s immutable. How t h i s 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n makes sense we w i l l have t o see now. 
The world came out of nothing, i t suddenly exi s t e d . Consequently 
there was a change, though not a change i n time, from non-existence 
t o existence. Creation t h e r e f o r e i s an event of a m e t a h i s t o r i c a l 
character. The world i s o r i g i n a t e d i n a changing event. Before the 
world was there was nothing, and even t h i s n o t h i n g was not. Nothing 
apart from God e x i s t e d . But now the world e x i s t s due to God's 
contingent act of c r e a t i o n , o r i g i n a t e d i n the change. " i f then things 
are created, i t f o l l o w s t h a t they are also wholly mutable. For things 
whose existence o r i g i n a t e d i n change, must also be subject t o change 
whether i t be that, they p e r i s h or t h a t they become other than they are 
by act or w i l l " . Man i s mutable i n c o n t r a s t to God who i s immutable, 
because he i s the creator-God. He has no beginning, w h i l e the wor l d 
has a beginning. And t h i s beginning i s the reason f o r man's 
m u t a b i l i t y and thus opens up h i s t o r y , a s t o r y between man and God. A 
i i i s t o r y , where in n o v a t i o n , new and unplanned things could happen, 
because man i s mutable. Therefore man i s a h i s t o r i c , a ' g e s c h i c h t l i c h e s 
being. A f i r s t question a r i s e s here: Through h i s act of c r e a t i o n God 
opens up a h i s t o r y between man and him s e l f , he wants to be the 
'thou' f o r mankind. But does t h i s mean t h a t he must be open t o the 
mutations which are goin{; t o happen i n t h i s h i s t o r i c a l process as well ? 
God's i m m u t a b i l i t y r e f e r s t o h i s being as w e l l as t o h i s w i l l . But 
w i l l there be a l i v e l y i n t e r c o u r s e between man and God, i f the one 
i s mutable and the other immutable and unchangeable? What is 
p r e c i s e l y the contact between man and God i f one s t a r t s w i t h these 
antinomous o n t o l o g i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n s ? 
Man's openness t o change and h i s t o r y i s l i m i t e d . A change from 
being i n t o non-being w i l l never be u l t i m a t e . For "immutable above a l l 
Q 
i s the microcosm man, and immutable are man's hypostases" . This 
i m m u t a b i l i t y r e f e r s j u s t t o the i m p o s s i b i l i t y of f a l l i n g i n t o non-
existence of the beings once created. Before going i n t o f u r t h e r 
d e t a i l we have t o f i n d out what Florovsky means by the term microcosm 
and hypostasis. 
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He does n o t e x p l a i n t h e s e terms and t a k e s t h e i r u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
q 
f o r g r a n t e d . The complementary term t o h y p o s t a s i s i s n a t u r e . B u t 
i s n a t u r e e q u i v a l e n t t o microcosm? Or i s t h e d i s t i n c t i o n one 
between body and s o u l o r p e r s o n and n a t u r e ? Do b o t h d e n o t e t h e 
same? I n h i s essays c o n c e r n i n g e s c h a t o l o g y F l o r o v s k y uses f o r 
10 
example t h e terms s o u l , body, hypostases , concerned w i t h c r e a t i o n 
he uses h y p o s t a s e s , p e r s o n , s p i r i t , n a t u r e , essence and o t h e r s , b u t 
he n e v e r c l a r i f i e s what t h e r e l a t i o n o f t h e one t o t h e o t h e r i s . Up 
t o t h i s day t h i s seems t o be one o f t h e main problems f o r p a t r i s t i c 
s t u d y i n g e n e r a l because t h e F a t h e r s used a l l k i n d s o f d i f f e r e n t 
t erms b u t h a r d l y d e f i n e d them and when t h e y d i d so i t was s t i l l 
p o s s i b l e t o use them w i t h a t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t meaning i n a n o t h e r 
c o n t e x t . F l o r o v s k y a d m i t s these d i f f i c u l t i e s : "The problem o f 
t e r m i n o l o g y remains as l o n g as a n c i e n t i d i o m s a r e s t i l l used .... 
I t must be always remembered t h a t words d o n ' t e x p r e s s o f themselves 
t h e i d e a s t h a t are i n t e n d e d t o be expressed""'""''. One may ask h e r e , 
how s u c c e s s f u l F l o r o v s k y has been i n a p p l y i n g t h i s t r u t h t o h i s own 
t e r m i n o l o g y . The h a r d f a c t remains t h a t we have t o f i n d o u t 
o u r s e l v e s , what t h e meaning o f some o f F l o r o v s k y ' s key i d e a s , w h i c h 
a r e i n t e n d e d t o be e x p r e s s e d , a r e . 
The term 'microcosm' has a v e r y l o n g t r a d i t i o n and i s o b v i o u s l y 
r e l a t e d t o t h e w o r l d as macrocosm. To d e s c r i b e man as a microcosm 
was due t o t h e f a c t t h a t t h i s i d e a has been used by p h i l o s o p h e r s a 
l o n g t i m e b e f o r e C h r i s t i a n t h e o l o g i a n s used i t . There i s , however, 
an i m p o r t a n t d i f f e r e n c e . G e n e r a l i z i n g one m i g h t say t h a t Greek 
p h i l o s o p h y and O r i e n t a l t r a d i t i o n u n d e r s t o o d t h e t e r m i n t h e way 
t h a t man was formed a f t e r t h e p a t t e r n o f t h e cosmos. W h i l e t h e 
C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n was f a c e d w i t h t h e problem Lhat man i s on t h e 
one hand t a k e n f r o m t h e e a r t h , and t h e r e f o r e i s i n t h e image o f 
m a t e r i a l c r e a t i o n , on t h e o t h e r hand he has been c r e a t e d i n t h e 
image and l i k e n e s s o f God. T h i s l a t t e r v i e w i m p l i e s a s u p e r n a t u r a l 
d e s t i n y f o r man: d e i f i c a t i o n / ^ t M c , w h i c h c o u l d n o t be f u l f i l l e d 
by man b e i n g a microcosm b u t r e l a t e d o n l y t o t h e c r e a t e d m a t t e r . No, 
he had a m i d d l e p o s i t i o n between t h e c r e a t e d and t h e C r e a t o r , 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g , as i t were, i n b o t h ( i n t h e C r e a t o r by g r a c e , i n t h e 
13 
c r e a t e d by n a t u r e ) . Man r e f l e c t s t h e o u t s i d e o f t h e w o r l d l i k e a 
14 
m i r r o r , u n i t e s even t h e o p p o s i t e s i n h i m s e l f and has t h e t a s k t o 
keep t h e d i v e r s i t y o f t h e w o r l d i n a u n i t y i n h i m s e l f . Thus b e i n g a 
microcosm i s a f u n c t i o n : " e v e r y k i n d o f l i f e i s combined i n him, and 
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I n him o n l y t h e whole w o r l d comes i n t o c o n t a c t w i t h God" 
B u t man c o u l d n o t r e a l i z e t h i s f u n c t i o n w i t h o u t b e i n g r e l a t e d 
t o t h e cause o f t h e u n i t y o f t h e macrocosm: God. He p a r t i c i p a t e s 
i n God t h r o u g h h i s b e i n g i n t h e image o f God. "Each h y p o s t a s i s i n 
i t s own b e i n g and e x i s t e n c e i s s e a l e d by a p a r t i c u l a r r a y o f t h e 
good p l e a s u r e o f God's l o v e and w i l l . And i n t h i s sense, a l l t h i n g s 
a r e i n God - i n 'image' { iv I 5 t * K i l T<I?A I J , . *T<*) b u t n o t by n a t u r e " l b . 
T h i s i s n o t y e t what i s u s u a l l y c a l l e d t h e image o f God i n man, b u t 
t h a t w h i c h b e l o n g s t o human n a t u r e and cannot be l o s t . I t i s " i n n a t e 
17 
i n man's v e r y n a t u r e " i n o r d e r t o s u s t a i n him., God i s always p r e s e n t 
l8 
i n man's n a t u r e w i t h h i s g r a c e . W i t h o u t t h i s man w o uld n o t r e a l l y 
be a microcosm, because t h e macrocosm i s e s s e n t i a l l y dependent upon 
God. Thus i f man i s t o r e f l e c t t h e w o r l d i n h i m s e l f and t h e r e f o r e 
a l s o t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e w o r l d and i t s C r e a t o r , t h e n man must 
have t h i s i n n a t e f i x i t y o f God I n h i m s e l f . > 
What we have d e s c r i b e d so f a r shows t h a t t h e term microcosm 
r e f e r s t o t h e human n a t u r e , w h i c h i s common t o a l l . Everybody i s a 
microcosm by n a t u r e and everybody had t h e t a s k t o f u l f i l t h i s n a t u r a l 
f u n c t i o n . C o n s e q u e n t l y t h e term n a t u r e does n o t j u s t r e f e r t o m a t t e r , 
i s n o t s o m ething s t a t i c as p u r e m a t e r i a l , b u t c o n s t a n t l y a s k i n g t o 
f u l f i l t h i s f u n c t i o n o f u n i t i n g t h e extremes o f t h e c r e a t e d w o r l d i n 
h i m s e l f . Because o f t h i s i n n a t e grace o f God human n a t u r e i s always 
moved towards God. Man has n a t u r a l l y a c a p a c i t y f o r God, f o r 
r e l a t i n g t o him and i n t h e end u n i t i n g w i t h him c o m p l e t e l y . T h i s i s 
19 
t h e d e s t i n y o f h i s n a t u r e , t h e d e s t i n y o f a l l human n a t u r e . The 
d i f f e r e n c e s between men are due t o t h e f a c t t h a t each one o f them 
r e a l i s e s h i s i n n a t e c a p a c i t i e s i n a d i f f e r e n t way. Because man i s 
c r e a t e d and t h u s dependent upon God, he i s n a t u r a l l y a t t r a c t e d t o God. 
20 
" ' N a t u r e ' always depends on ' s u p e r n a t u r e ' " . T h i s c a p a c i t y f o r God 
i s a c c o r d i n g t o S. Maximus t h e f^csii^. 
C o n c l u d i n g our s h o r t d i s c u s s i o n on microcosm one m i g h t say: What 
21 
God i s f o r t h e w o r l d , t h a t i s t h e s o u l f o r t h e body . T h i s i s t h e 
a n a l o g y between t h e w o r l d as macrocosm and man as microcosm. B u t 
t h i s i s n o t j u s t a p r e d i c a t e f o r man b u t i m p l i e s as we a l r e a d y 
mentioned a f u n c t i o n . Because man as a microcosm u n i t e s t h e o p p o s i t e 
t e n d e n c i e s w h i c h are f o u n d i n t h e w o r l d i n h i m s e l f , he i s t h e 
2 ° 
m e d i a t o r f o r t h e u l t i m a t e d e s t i n y o f t h e whole c r e a t i o n : d e i f i c a t i o n L . 
A c c o r d i n g t o S.Maximus we f i n d f i v e d i v i s i o n s i n t h e f a l l e n w o r l d 
w h i c h man by n a t u r e i s c a l l e d t o overcome: The d i v i s i o n between 
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1. t h e c r e a t e d and t h e u n c r e a t e d , 2 . t h e i n t e l l i g i b l e and t h e 
s e n s i b l e , 3- heaven and e a r t h , 4. p a r a d i s e and t h e w o r l d i n h a b i t e d 
by man and 5- roan and woman . T h i s work o f m e d i a t i o n i s t o be a 
S u i t o f man's r e l a t i o n s h i p t o God and w i l l f i n a l l y l e a d t o t h e 
t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n o f t h e whole w o r l d . On t h e o t h e r hand, however, i f 
man does n o t f u l f i l h i s m e d i a t o r i a l f u n c t i o n t h e whole w o r l d w i l l be 
(and was) i n v o l v e d i n t h i s f a i l u r e o f man as w e l l . B u t t h e g o a l o f 
c r e a t i o n i s t h e d i f f e r e n t i a t e d u n i t y o f a l l c r e a t u r e s i n God. 
T h e r e f o r e w h a t e v e r man does i n r e l a t i o n t o h i s c r e a t o r has cosmic 
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i m p l i c a t i o n s 
Man b e i n g a microcosm i s t h e m e d i a t o r between God and t h e 
w o r l d . B u t n a t u r e i s n o t i d e n t i c a l w i t h man. Na t u r e denotes what 
i s common t o a l l man. I t p e r t a i n s t o t h e p r i n c i p l e o f b e i n g w h i c h 
i s common t o a l l i n t h e same way, w h i l e t h e p r i n c i p l e o f t h e 
i n d i v i d u a l b e i n g i s r e l a t e d t o t h e te r m h y p o s t a s i s . H y p o s t a s i s can 
be d e f i n e d as t h e i n d i v i d u a l a c t u a l i s a t i o n o f t h e common n a t u r e . 
I t i s n o t h i n g w h i c h can be s u b t r a c t e d f r o m t h e ' i n d i v i d u a l man. 
Man i s n o t on t h e one hand o r even i n one p a r t h y p o s t a s i s and on t h e 
o t h e r hand n a t u r e . H y p o s t a s i s and n a t u r e a r e two a s p e c t s o f t h e one 
i n d i v i d u a l man. They cannot be s e p a r a t e d f r o m each o t h e r , b u t have 
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t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d . Thus man i s one h y p o s t a s i s i n one n a t u r e , 
b u t n e v e r j u s t n a t u r e o r j u s t h y p o s t a s i s . 
R e t u r n i n g now t o our s t a r t i n g p o i n t we have t o say: Man 
though e merging o u t o f a change and c o n s e q u e n t l y b e i n g s u b j e c t t o 
change and t h e r e f o r e open t o h i s t o r y i s immutable i n two ways, b o t h 
d e s c r i b i n g man as one h y p o s t a s i s i n one n a t u r e . 1. Man i s immutable 
as r e g a r d s h i s n a t u r e i n t h e sense t h a t he I s and w i l l always be a 
microcosm, t h u s t h e m e d i a t o r . 2 . Man i s immutable as r e g a r d s h i s 
h y p o s t a s i s i n t h e sense t h a t God wants e v e r y h y p o s t a s i s t o e x i s t , 
because he c r e a t e d i t . To a v o i d any m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s : these two 
p o i n t s a r e n o t t o be s e p a r a t e d b u t want t o say t h e same: man i s 
immutable i n t h e sense t h a t once c r e a t e d he cannot r e t u r n t o non-
e x i s t e n c e . B u t i n as much as he i s open t o h i s t o r y and changes, he 
i s a l s o m u t a b l e . T h i s paradox o f e x i s t e n c e and change i n man i s 
n e v e r overcome. 
The term immutable i s u s u a l l y a term f o r God's b e i n g . 
M u t a b i l i t y i n God w o u l d mean t h a t he i s n o t p e r f e c t b u t l a c k s 
something. I f P l o r o v s k y s t r e s s e s man's i m m u t a b i l i t y he s t r e s s e s t h e 
c o n n e c t i o n between God and man. Man i s i n h i s v e r y e x i s t e n c e 
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t o t a l l y dependent on God. He i s n o t s e l f s u f f i c i e n t . The f a c t 
t h a t man i s c r e a t e d f o r e x i s t e n c e i s i r r e v o c a b l e , b u t now i t 
depends on man h i m s e l f what he makes w i t h h i s e x i s t e n c e , how he 
r e a l i z e s God's f r e e g i f t o f b e i n g . B e h i n d t h i s concept l i e s t h e 
f o l l o w i n g scheme. There a r e two a c t s o f God, where he a l o n e i s 
a c t i v e i n h i s d i v i n e freedom: 1. To t>v«U , i . e . t h e c r e a t i o n o f a 
r e a l i t y o u t s i d e God and o t h e r t h a n h i m s e l f . 2, Te? a t t ti-VdL, i . e . 
God's g u a r a n t e e t h a t h i s c r e a t i o n w i l l e x i s t f o r ever. T h i s has 
been r e v e a l e d i n h i s r e d e m p t i v e work i n C h r i s t . These two a c t s 
s o l a g r a t i a d e l c o r r e s p o n d t o two a c t s done' by God and man i n synergy. 
Man has t o a c t u a l i z e h i s T £ LIVH. i n t o a "be To t'^olt t h r o u g h 
f a i t h , and h i s To H i U " A L i n t o a T» i?i//t, t h r o u g h 
d e i f i c a t i o n . And t h e s e a c t s o f man have t h e i r o n t o l o g i c a l b a s i s i n 
t h e f a c t t h a t man i s open t o change. He i s e x p e c t e d t o r e a l i z e h i s 
b e i n g , t h e c a p a b i l i t i e s he has. B e f o r e we go i n t o t h i s problem we 
have t o n o t i c e t h a t t h i s i m p o r t a n t s t a r t i n g p o i n t i s d o u b t l e s s l y a 
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p h i l o s o p h i c a l one . Man's b e i n g i s l a c k i n g t h e i m m u t a b i l i t y o f 
b e i n g , w h i c h i s o n l y a p p l i c a b l e t o God's b e i n g . T h i s a p p l i e s b o t h 
t o man's o r i g i n a l s t a t e as w e l l as t o h i s f a l l e n s t a t e . O r i g i n a t e d 
i n change, man i s s u b j e c t t o change. The c o n d i t i o n s i n e qua non f o r 
man's r e a l i s a t i o n o f h i s c a p a b i l i t y o f change as m o t i o n i s h i s b e i n g 
i n t i m e . Time, i . e . h i s t o r y i s t h e p l a c e where man has t o r e a l i z e h i s 
b e i n g i n r e l a t i o n t o God. But how i s t h i s p o s s i b l e , i f God i s 
immutable, and as such cannot be r e l a t e d t o t i m e qua being? T h i s 
seems t o be a b s o l u t e l y i m p o s s i b l e , because " t i m e and e t e r n i t y 
c a nnot be added t o g e t h e r : t h e y have no common measure, t h e y a r e as 
i t were two d i f f e r e n t modes o f e x i s t e n c e " - . The f i r s t q u e s t i o n 
w h i c h emerges f r o m t h i s s t a t e m e n t i s : How was t h e i n c a r n a t i o n o f 
t h e Godman C h r i s t Jesus p o s s i b l e , i f F l o r o v s k y ' s s t a t e m e n t i s t r u e ? 
I s he n o t t h e "common measure" o f t i m e and e t e r n i t y and i s he n o t 
t h e one who g i v e s t h e meaning t o b o t h , e t e r n i t y and time? We w i l l 
have t o see how F l o r o v s k y t r i e s t o s o l v e t h i s problem. We may do 
t h i s i n s e v e r a l s t e p s : 1. t h e w o r l d i s c r e a t e d f o r e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e 
- how i s t h i s r e l a t e d t o t i m e ? 2. what does i t mean t h a t t i m e and 
e t e r n i t y a r e two d i f f e r e n t modes o f e x i s t e n c e and what are i t s 
i m p l i c a t i o n s ? 3. Tf t h e r e i s a gap between God and man, t h e n 
c r e a t i o n t hough always dependent upon God's s u s t a i n i n g power and 
grac e i s t o a c e r t a i n e x t e n t i n d e p e n d e n t and t h e r e f o r e f r e e . How 
i s t h i s freedom o f t h e c r e a t u r e s used and i n w h i c h way does t h i s 
a f f e c t God? 
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2 . 2 The w o r l d has a b e g i n n i n g , y e t no end 
God i s immutable even i n h i s a c t s . C o n s e q u e n t l y he i s e t e r n a l l y 
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t h e C r e a t o r and t h e r e f o r e h i s a c t o f c r e a t i o n w i l l n o t be 
revoked. God's word e n d u r e t h f o r e v e r ( l P e t r 1 , 2 5 ) . T h i s means 
f o r t h e w o r l d : i t has a b e g i n n i n g , y e t no end; and f o r God: a f r e e 
s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n . "Freedom i s e s s e n t i a l l y a n t i n o m i c a l . The 
c r e a t i v e f i a t o f God i s a f r e e , b u t u l t i m a t e a c t o f God"^. I n 
c r e a t i n g s o m e t h i n g , a new r e a l i t y b e s i d e s God h i m s e l f , God l i m i t s 
h i m s e l f - b u t f r e e l y . Nobody, n o t even he h i m s e l f f o r c e d him t o 
c r e a t e . I t i s an a c t o f pure d i v i n e freedom. B u t t h i s a c t cannot, 
be r e v o k e d , because God i s immutable. T h i s i s t h e "antinomy o f 
freedom". 
The w o r l d i s c r e a t e d f o r e x i s t e n c e (Wisd. S a l . 1 ,14) and f o r 
n o t h i n g e l s e . C o n s e q u e n t l y i t has no power o f s e l f - a n n i h i l a t i o n . 
I t cannot r e t u r n i n t o n o t h i n g n e s s a g a i n . The w o r l d m i g h t n o t have 
e x i s t e d a t a l l , b u t now i t e x i s t s and t h e r e i s no way back, no way 
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b e h i n d t h i s e x i s t e n c e . F l o r o v s k y goes on t o argue: Because t h e 
w o r l d o n l y e x i s t s i n t i m e , t i m e i t s e l f i s a c r e a t u r e . The w o r l d 
was c r e a t e d t o g e t h e r w i t h t i m e , b u t n o t i n t i m e . The b e g i n n i n g o f 
t h e w o r l d , i . e . t h e b e g i n n i n g o f t i m e i s a c c o r d i n g t o S. B a s i l t h e 
Gr e a t n o t y e t t i m e , n o r even a f r a c t i o n o f t i m e , j u s t as t h e 
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b e g i n n i n g o f a r o a d i s n o t y e t t h e r o a d i t s e l f . Though F l o r o v s k y 
i s n o t e x p l i c i t a t t h i s p o i n t and does n o t r e f e r t o B a s i l ' s f o l l o w i n g 
argument he would have agreed w i t h S. B a s i l ' s a s s e r t i o n , t h a t God 
c r e a t e d t h e w o r l d i n " l e s s t h a n an i n s t a n t " . There i s no sequence 
, 34 i n God s c r e a t i v e a c t s , b u t he c r e a t e d e v e r y t h i n g i n one moment . 
B u t t i m e w i l l come t o an end. Man's f i n a l d e s t i n y i s h i s d e i f i c a t i o n , 
h i s u n i f i c a t i o n w i t h God. And because o f t h i s f i n a l d e s t i n y "man i s 
c a l l e d t o ' e t e r n i t y ' , n o t t o ' h i s t o r y ' . T h i s i s why ' h i s t o r y ' must 
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come t o i t s c l o s e , t o i t s end" . H i s t o r y i s t h e - p a s s i n g - p l a c e 
t o r e a l i z e t h i s f i n a l purpose o f God's c r e a t i o n . B ut a t t h e same 
s t a g e t h i s p r o c e s s w i l l come t o an end. H i s t o r y w i l l be f u l f i l l e d 
and consummated. T h i s t e l o s i s i m p l i e d i n t h e d e s i g n o f the c r e a t i o n 
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i t s e l f . Time w i l l cease (Rev. 1 0 , 6 ) , t e m p o r a l sequence w i l l be 
broken. "But l e t us remember, t h e end o f t i m e w i l l n o t be t h e end o f 
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c r e a t u r e l y e x i s t e n g e " . Thus t h e c r e a t e d w o r l d can a l s o e x i s t i n 
i n a n o t h e r manner , w h i c h i s y e t i n c o n c e i v a b l e b u t m i g h t be c a l l e d 
e t e r n i t y . The main c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f t h i s e x i s t e n c e o u t s i d e t i m e i s 
3Q 
t h a t t h e w o r l d i s n o t s u b j e c t t o change anymore . B u t t h e r e seems 
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t o be an o b v i o u s c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n F l o r o v s k y ' s argument: For i f 
c r e a t i o n i s c r e a t e d f o r e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e and t i m e i t s e l f i s a 
c r e a t u r e , i t must t h e r e f o r e e x i s t e t e r n a l l y and cannot cease. Or t o 
p u t t h e q u e s t i o n p o s i t i v e l y : How a r e t i m e arid e t e r n i t y r e l a t e d t o 
each o t h e r i n t h i s concept? P I o r o v s k y i s q u ; t o c l e a r a t t h i s p o i n t : 
"Time and e t e r n i t y c annot be added t o g e t h e r : t h e y have no common 
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measure, t h e y a r e , as i t were , d i f f e r e n t , d i m e n s i o n s o f e x i s t e n c e " 
C o n s e q u e n t l y t i m e and e t e r n i t y a r e incommensurable and t h e r e f o r e -
as l o n g as t i m e e x i s t s - b o t h p o s s i b l e , a b l e t o c o - e x i s t . They 
e x i s t i n a p a r a l l e l way, n e v e r c r o s s i n g each o t h e r u n t i l t i m e ceases 
t o be. We have m e n t i o n e d t h e p r o b l e m o f t h e i n c a r n a t i o n emerging 
f r o m t h i s c o n c e p t . F l o r o v s k y w i l l have t o g i v e an answer t o t h i s 
p r o b l e m o f t h e r e l a t i o n between t i m e and e t e r n i t y , w h i c h surpasses 
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t h e A r i s t o t e l i a n d e f i n i t i o n o f t i m e w h i c h F l o r o v s k y r e f e r s t o : 
"Time i s p r e c i s e l y t h e number o f movements e s t i m a t e d a c c o r d i n g t o i t s 
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b e f o r e and a f t e r " . Though F l o r o v s k y does n o t i n d i c a t e anywhere t h a t 
h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t i m e goes f u r t h e r t h a n A r i s t o t l e ' s d e f i n i t i o n , 
he must have c o n c e i v e d o f t i m e i n a d i f f e r e n t way as w e l l because o f 
t h e m e n tioned C h r i s t o l o g i c a l p r o b l em and t h e i d e a o f d e i f i c a t i o n . We 
w i l l come back t o t h i s q u e s t i o n when d i s c u s s i n g these two p o i n t s a t 
l e n g t h . For our p r e s e n t purposes i t i s s u f f i c i e n t t o remember, t h a t 
t h e w o r l d has a b e g i n n i n g y e t no end, t h o u g h t i m e w i l l f i n i s h and 
h i s t o r y w i l l be consummated. 
2.3 Time and e t e r n i t y : two d i f f e r e n t modes o f e x i s t e n c e . 
To l i v e i n t i m e o r t o l i v e i n e t e r n i t y a r e two d i f f e r e n t and incomm-
e n s u r a b l e modes o f e x i s t e n c e . T h i s i s t h e same d i s t i n c t i o n as between 
t h e c r e a t e d and t h e u n c r e a t e d . Only c r e a t e d b e i n g s l i v e i n t i m e , 
w h i l e t h e u n c r e a t e d l i v e s i n e t e r n i t y and i s e t e r n a l K4T o » / c u / . Con-
s e q u e n t l y c r e a t i o n e x c l u d e s a l l c o n s u b s t a n t i a l i t y o f t h e c r e a t o r and 
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t h e c r e a t e d . Though t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d i s o n l y due t o God s 
c r e a t i v e a c t c o n s t i t u t i n g a c o n t i n u o u s dependence o f the w o r l d upon 
God, t h e r e i s an i n f i n i t e d i s t a n c e between God and h i s C r e a t u r e s , a 
> ' ; 44 d i s t a n c e po tfftrw ,,|>A<* ^v>tu . T h i s d i s t a n c e i s n e v e r removed. 
C o n s e q u e n t l y God will n e v e r be man by n a t u r e and man w i l l n ever be God 
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by n a t u r e . " M i h i l q u e i n ea ( c r e a t i o n e ) esse quod ad t r i n i t a t e m 
p e r t i n e a t , n i s i quod T r i n i t a t i s c o n d i d i t " ^ . T h a t does n o t mean, 
however, t h a t t h e two a r e an a n t i t h e s i s o f t h e a b s o l u t e and t h e r e l a t i v e 
t h e I n f i n i t e and t h e F i n i t e , w h i c h a r e complementary and c o r r e l a t i v e , 
t h u s o n l y p o s s i b l e t o g e t h e r . There i s o n l y one p r i n c i p l e : God h i m s e l f . 
He i s t h e c r e a t o r . B u t t h e r e a r e two n a t u r e s , as t h e f o r m u l a o f 
Chalcedon c l e a r l y s t a t e d . 
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I n c o n t r a s t t o t h e problem o f t h e b e g i n n i n g o f t i m e F l o r o v s k y i s v e r y 
c l e a r . God i s a b s o l u t e l y supreme, f r e e and n o t bound by a n y t h i n g . 
The d i f f e r e n c e o f the two n a t u r e s i s n o t overcome i n C h r i s t . They 
remain 'lev t r r v j ^IdifiTw^ bjvyicru^ (Chalcedon) 
u n i t e d w i t h each o t h e r . Hence t h e h e t e r o g e n i t y o f c r e a t e d b e i n g s 
and t h e Son o f God. Due t o t h e A r i a n c o n t r o v e r s y the e a r l y C h r i s t i a n 
F a t h e r s s t r e s s e d t h e d i f f e r e n c e between t h e g e n e r a t i o n o f t h e Son, 
w h i c h r e f e r s t o h i s c o n s u b s t a n t i a l i t y w i t h t h e F a t h e r , and t h e 
c r e a t i o n o f t h e w o r l d o u t o f n o t h i n g , w h i c h i n v o l v e s a complete 
d i s s i m i l a r i t y o f n a t u r e ( i ^ v 5 t t t ) , w h i c h w i l l n e v e r be overcome. B u t 
how w i l l t h e e t e r n i t y o f God be r e l a t e d t o the e t e r n i t y o f man a f t e r 
t i m e has ceased? " E t e r n i t y ' and ' t i m e ' a r e two d i f f e r e n t modes o f 
e x i s t e n c e . They d i f f e r e s s e n t i a l l y - i n q u a l i t y , n o t j u s t i n measure 
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o r l e n g t h " . There i s a d i f f e r e n c e i n q u a l i t y between t i m e and 
e t e r n i t y i n t h e same way as t h e r e i s a d i f f e r e n c e i n n a t u r e between 
man and God. But t h i s d i f f e r e n c e i n n a t u r e (iqoCli) w i l l n o t be 
overcome. How t h e n i s d e i f i c a t i o n t o be unde r s t o o d ? B e f o r e 
p r o c e e d i n g t o t h i s q u e s t i o n o t h e r problems have t o be c o n s i d e r e d . 
For a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y t h e a s s e r t i o n o f two d i f f e r e n t modes o f 
e x i s t e n c e , o f a d i f f e r e n c e i n n a t u r e (f»>CCi) l e a d s t o t h e c o n c l u s i o n 
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o f t h e independence and s u b s t a n t i a l i t y o f c r e a t u r e s . Thus t h e 
problem o f human freedom o r i g i n a t e s i n t h e f a c t o f an u n b r i d g e a b l e 
o n t o l o g i c a l d i f f e r e n c e . Because God and man l i v e i n two i n c o m p a t i b l e 
spheres one has t o a s s e r t t h a t t h e y a re ( i n a c e r t a i n sense) 
i n d e p e n d e n t and t h u s f r e e . The freedom o f the c r e a t u r e s however i s 
t h e n e c e s s a r y p r e s u p p o s i t i o n f o r t h e d o c t r i n e o f d e i f i c a t i o n , because 
u n i o n w i t h God i s p o s s i b l e o n l y i n t h e r e a l m o f freedom. 
2.4 C r e a t u r e l y freedom 
" C r e a t i o n i s n o t a phenomenon b u t a 'substance'. The r e a l i t y and 
s u b s t a n t i a l i t y o f t h e c r e a t e d n a t u r e i s m a n i f e s t e d f i r s t o f a l l i n 
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c r e a t u r e l y freedom" . W i t h t h i s s t a t e m e n t we come t o t h e h e a r t o f 
51 
F l o r o v s k y ' s d o c t r i n e o f c r e a t i o n ' . C r e a t i o n i s n o t j u s t an a c t 
w h i c h i s done oncje and has no f u r t h e r consequences. No, c r e a t i o n 
e s t a b l i s h e s s o m e t h i n g t o t a l l y new, w h i c h endures. And t h i s i s f i r s t 
o f a l l d e s c r i b e d t h r o u g h t h e term freedom. What i s t h i s freedom o f t h 
c r e a t e d w o r l d ? F i r s t o f a l l i t must be s t a t e d t h a t t h i s freedom 
a p p l i e s o n l y t o mankind. Man i s f r e e and h i s deeds o f behaviour-
have a c t u a l i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r t h e i n a n i m a t e d w o r l d . Man's freedom has 
cosmic i m p l i c a t i o n s because man as t h e microcosm i s the m e d i a t o r . 
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God "honoured man w i t h freedom t h a t good m i g h t b e l o n g no l e s s t o 
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him who chose i t t h a n t o him who p l a n t e d i t s seed"" . T h i s i s t h e 
autonomy o f man, the o r i g i n f o r e v e r y t h i n g t h a t i s happening i n t h e 
c r e a t e d w o r l d . T h e r e f o r e a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y freedom i s n o t j u s t 
a r e a l p o s s i b i l i t y b u t an a c t u a l i t y bound up w i t h man's n a t u r e . Mai": 
i s honoured w i t h t h i s freedom and t h u s g i v e n t h e t a s k t o use i t , i . e . 
t o ascend t o and u n i t e w i t h God by h i s own e f f o r t s and achievements. 
T h i s s t a r t i n g p o i n t s e t s t h e course f o r our f o l l o w i n g d i s c u s s i o n : 
What does man's freedom c o n s i s t o f and how does he use i t ? 
2 . 4 . 1 The r e a l freedom 
Freedom o f man i s u s u a l l y d e f i n e d as t h e freedom o f c h o o s i n g between 
two o r more t h i n g s . B ut t h i s freedom o f c h o i c e i s a l i b e r t a s m i n o r ' , 
"a d i s f i g u r e d freedom, a freedom d i m i n u i s h e d and i m p o v e r i s h e d , a 
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freedom as i t e x i s t s a f t e r t h e f a l l among f a l l e n b e i n g s " " . I t i s t h e 
freedom t o choose between good and e v i l . But t h i s freedom d i d n o t 
e x i s t i n t h e f i r s t man, because e v i l was n o t a p o s s i b i l i t y y e t . 
"Freedom o f c h o i c e i s o n l y a remote and p a l e r e f l e c t i o n o f r e a l 
f r e e d o m " . T h i s r e a l freedom o f t h e p r i m o r d i a l man c o n s i s t e d i n 
"a t o t a l s u r r e n d e r t o t h e d i v i n e arms 1'"^. Man f o l l o w e d God's 
v o c a t i o n , i n n a t e i n h i s v e r y n a t u r e . We mentioned t h i s a l r e a d y , 
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when we e x p l o r e d t h e n o t i o n o f man as a microcosm . C r e a t i o n "by 
i t s v e r y e x i s t e n c e w i t n e s s e s t o and p r o c l a i m s i t s c r e a t u r e h o o d , i t 
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p r o c l a i m s t h a t i t has been produced" . I t p o i n t s beyond i t s own 
l i m i t s as, by i t s own n a t u r e , i s always d i r e c t e d t o i t s Maker and 
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C r e a t o r . To l i v e a c c o r d i n g t o t h i s n a t u r e i s t o r e a l i z e r e a l 
freedom. And t h i s i s t h e same as t o say: To l i v e a c c o r d i n g t o God's 
w i l l , i . e . t o l o v e him w i t h f i l i a l d e v o t i o n and obedience i s r e a l 
freedom. Man i s n o t f r e e f r o m s omething, b u t f r e e t o do something: 
t o l o v e God. B e f o r e h i s f a l l t h i s l o v e "was n o t y e t a s a c r i f i c e . 
I n n o c e n t man had n o t h i n g t o s a c r i f i c e , f o r e v e r y t h i n g he possessed 
came f r o m t h e Grace o f God"^. F l o r o v s k y s t r e s s e s t h e a b s o l u t e 
dependence o f man upon God f o r a l l t h a t he i s and has. O r i g i n a l man 
i s u n a b l e t o g i v e a n y t h i n g t o God, because he has n o t h i n g w h i c h i s 
w i t h h e l d f r o m him. L i v i n g i n t h i s r e a l freedom e v e r y t h i n g o r i g i n a l 
man possesses i s a l r e a d y g i v e n t o God. A f t e r t h e f a l l , however, 
when man does n o t f u l f i l h i s i n n a t e c a p a c i t i e s o f l o v e and s e r v i c e , 
he has t o g i v e t o God what he w i t h h o l d s from him. T h i s i s a 
s a c r i f i c e . C o n s e q u e n t l y t h e r e a l freedom o f Adam b e f o r e t h e f a l l i s 
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n o t an a b s t r a c t , n e u t r a l o r u n d e c i d e d freedom. I t i s always 
d i r e c t e d t o w a r d God and i s bound up t o him. I t i s i n t h i s r e l a t i o n 
o n l y t h a t man r e a l i z e s h i s n a t u r a l c a p a b i l i t i e s and l i v e s o u t h i s 
r e a l freedom. 
6 l 
Human l i f e i n i t s o r i g i n a l mode was n o t something s t a t i c . Man 
had t o r e a l i z e h i s n a t u r e and he d i d so. U l t i m a t e e f f o r t was needed 
t o a c h i e v e t h i s . F l o r o v s k y d i s t i n g u i s h e s human n a t u r e f r o m a l l 
o t h e r c r e a t e d n a t u r e . Created n a t u r e i s bound t o a n a t u r a l p r o c e s s 
w h i c h d e v e l o p s i t s germs, r e a l i z e s i t s n a t u r a l p o t e n t i a l i t i e s h i d d e n 
i n i t s n a t u r e . "But man ( a l o n e ) i s more t h a n a. ' n a t u r a l b e i n g ' , and 
i t Ls i n him t h a t t h e g e n e r a l i d e a o f c r e a t i o n i s f u l l y r e v e a l e d or 
d i s c l o s e d - man i s a l i t t l e ' w o r l d ' , a m i c r o c o s m " ^ . And t h e r e f o r e 
t h e m e d i a t o r between God and t h e c r e a t e d w o r l d as we have a l r e a d y 
seen. B e i n g a microcosm he i s a b l e t o a c h i e v e t r a n s c e n d e n c e , i . e . 
" t o s urpass h i m s e l f and t o r i s e towards God, and even more t h a n t h a t -
t o p a r t a k e i n t h e d i v i n e l i f e . I t i s o n l y by t h i s p a r t i c i p a t i o n t h a t 
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man becomes f u l l y h i m s e l f " . Here we have a c l e a r e x p r e s s i o n o f 
what Orthodox t h e o l o g y c a l l s ' d e i f i c a t i o n ' - a n o t i o n w h i c h o r i g i n a t e s 
f r o m 2 P e t r . 1,4: i P c t i j Ko^y/u^ci ifvciu^ • The P e t r i n e t e x t i s n o t 
u n d e r s t o o d as a s i m p l e metaphor o r as a m e r e l y r h e t o r i c a l e x p r e s s i o n . 
Thus c r e a t i o n i s n o t u n d e r s t o o d j u s t as a phenomenon w h i c h 
e s t a b l i s h e s a r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h God. But i t has t h e f i n a l g o a l t o 
u n i t e e v e r y t h i n g i n God, so t h a t God may be a l l i n a l l (1 Cor. 1 5 , 2 8 ) : 
and t h i s i s u n d e r s t o o d o n t o l o g i c a l l y , i . e . i n terms o f substance. Man 
i s c a l l e d t o r e a l i z e t h i s purpose w h i c h F l o r o v s k y c a l l s " o n t o l o g i c a l 
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a s c e n t o r g r o w t h " . C o n s e q u e n t l y man i s f u l l y man when he 
e x p e r i e n c e s e k - s t a s i s . H i s t r u e n a t u r e i s always r e v e a l e d as an 
e k - s t a s i s o f b e i n g . B u t t h i s h i g h l y dynamic e x i s t e n c e does n o t l e a d 
t o a t r a n s s u b s t a n t i a t i o n o f human b e i n g s b u t t o an " i m p r e g n a t i o n 
w i t h g r a c e " ^ . T h i s f u l f i l m e n t o f b e i n g by grace was t h e g o a l f o r 
t h e p r i m o r d i a l man and s t i l l r emains t h e same f o r f a l l e n man. I t i s 
f r o m t h i s g o a l t h a t h i s t o r y i s d e c i s i v e l y v a l i d a t e d : " t h e h i s t o r i c 
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p r o c e s s i s , as i t were, an i m i t a t i v e c r e a t i o n " . "God d i d n o t o n l y 
c r e a t e us f r o m n o t h i n g , b u t he a l s o g r a n t e d us by t h e grace o f h i s 
word t o l i v e a d i v i n e l i f e (fd n * r i Qtov $-*jV ) " . T h i s grace o f God 
i s t h e grace o f t h e r e a l freedom, w h i c h enables man t o ascend and t o 
u n i t e w i t h God i n a h i s t o r i c p r o c e s s . Consequently Rahner may say: 
" R a d i k a l e A b h a n g i g k e i t und e c h t e W i r k l i c h k e i t wachsen im g l e i c h e n und 
n i c h t im umgekehrten Ma§e"^. B u t t h e d e c i s i v e d i f f e r e n c e between 
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Rahner and F l o r o v s k y i s t h a t t h e f o r m e r u n d e r s t a n d s t h i s sentence 
as r e f e r r i n g t o t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and man i n a f u n c t i o n a l 
sense, whereas t h e l a t t e r as r e f e r r i n g t o t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between God 
and man i n an o n t o l o g i c a l sense. Man's a s c e n t t o God i s s u p p o r t e d 
by God's d e s c e n d i n g grace. But . t h i s s y n e r g y o f man and God does 
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n o t d e s t r o y " t h e a n c i e n t law o f human freedom" . Man i s n o t f o r c e d 
by God, b u t he i s capable o f f a l l i n g away f r o m God's g r a c e , w h i c h i s 
n e v e r i r r e s i s t i b l e . T h i s presupposes t h a t man was n o t c r e a t e d i n a 
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p e r f e c t s t a t u s . He was capable o f r e s i s t i n g God, o f s i n n i n g and 
f i n a l l y o f d e a t h . R e f e r r i n g t o A t h a n a s i u s , Flor.ovsky says: "Man i s 
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m o r t a l by n a t u r e " , because, as we have a l r e a d y s a i d , c r e a t e d 
e x i s t e n c e i s always a g i f t o f God. He c r e a t e d t h e w o r l d s o l a g r a t i a 
f o r e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e . But t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y o f s i n n i n g was i n h e r e n t 
i n man's r e a l b u t n o t a b s o l u t e freedom, though he d i d n o t have t o 
r e a l i z e i t . By a c t u a l i z i n g h i s c a p a b i l i t y o f s i n n i n g , he l o s t h i s 
r e a l freedom and 'gained' t h e freedom o f c h o i c e . F a l l i n g away f r o m 
God man does n o t cease t o e x i s t . B ut l i f e i s l o s t due t o t h e f a l l . 
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B e i n g and l i f e do n o t c o i n c i d e . Man f e l l i n t o a s t a t e f o r w h i c h he 
was n o t c r e a t e d , b u t w h i c h he was capable o f . I t seems obvious t h a t 
t h e r e must have been such a t i m e , when r e a l freedom was r e a l l y l i v e d 
o t h e r w i s e t h e o r t o l o g i c a l consequences d e r i v i n g f r o m t h e f a l l o f t h e 
f i r s t man, Adam, c o u l d n o t be c o n c e i v e d o f . On t h e o t h e r hand, i t i s 
c l e a r , t h a t t h i s t i m e o f r e a l i z e d r e a l freedom i s n o t t h e same as t h a t 
freedom a f t e r t i m e has ceased. For man, b e i n g c r e a t e d , had t o ascend 
t o God by h i s own e f f o r t s i n sy n e r g y w i t h God's gr a c e . T h i s was a 
c o n s t a n t ' p r o c e s s o f f u r t h e r d e i f i c a t i o n , overshadowed by man's 
c a p a b i l i t y o f s i n and d e a t h . W h i l e i n the f i n a l s t a t e o f ' e t e r n a l 
l i f e ' men w i l l l i v e i n a b s o l u t e communion w i t h God, i n a s t a t e o f 
ble s s e d n e s s : posse non peccare i s overcome i n t o a non posse peccare. 
2.4.2 The freedom o f c h o i c e 
2.4.2.1 The f a l l 
We have a l r e a d y s t a t e d t h a t t h e r e was no c h o i c e between good and e v i l 
f o r p r e l a p s a r i a n man, because e v i l d i d n o t y e t e x i s t . U n f a l i e n man 
c o u l d o n l y r e l a t e t o God i n l o v e and f i l i a l obedience whereas f a l l e n 
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man i s bound t o h i m s e l f i n " s e l f - e r o t i c i s m , p r i d e and v a n i t y " . The 
l a t t e r became t h e case when Adam f e l l away from God. And t h e r e s u l t 
o f t h e d i s j u n c t i o n between man and God was t h e d i s j u n c t i o n between 
man's person and n a t u r e . T h i s l a s t sentence sums up what F l o r o v s k y 
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u n d e r s t a n d s by t h e f a l l o f man. He c a l l s t h i s a m e t a h i s t o r i c a l 
e v e n t , man's m e t a p h y s i c a l s u i c i d e . I t i s man's f a i l u r e t o f u l f i l 
h i s f i n a l d e s t i n y t o u n i t e w i t h God and t o l i v e i n p e r f e c t communion 
w i t h him i n o r d e r t o be t r u l y man. T h i s s u i c i d e i s o n l y m e t a p h y s i c a l 
because man does n o t have the power o f complete s e l f - a n n i h i l a t i o n . 
Though d e n y i n g God's r e a l i t y and l o v e man i s n e v e r independent o f God 
i n h i s c r e a t u r e l y b e i n g , w h i c h i s always g i v e n and s u s t a i n e d by God. 
Bu t t h i s m e t a p h y s i c a l s u i c i d e has r e a l consequences f o r man, i t i s 
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an " o n t o l o g i c a l s u i c i d e " . The o n t o l o g i c a l s t r u c t u r e o f man runs 
o u t o f t u n e , l o s e s i t s o r i g i n a l harmony o f r e a l freedom. But how 
c o u l d t h i s happen? Why d i d man commit t h i s f a l l , w h i c h F l o r o v s k y 
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c a l l s a " t r a g e d y o f m i s g u i d e d l o v e " ? We w i l l o u t l i n e F l o r o v s k y ' s 
t h o u g h t s on t h i s i n t h e f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n , b u t f i r s t l y we have t o 
l o o k more c l o s e l y a t the p r e c i s e meaning o f the phrase " t r a g e d y o f 
m i s g u i d e d l o v e " , because i t i s o f g r e a t i m p o r t a n c e f o r t h e f o l l o w i n g 
d i s c u s s i o n . We w i l l be concerned w i t h t h e e v e n t o f t h e f a l l i t s e l f , 
t h e w i l l i n n a t u r e and p e r s o n , and t h e problem o f e v i l . 
The f a l l o f man i s a " t r a g e d y o f m i s g u i d e d l o v e " . L i v i n g i n r e a l 
freedom man l o v e d God and n o t h i n g e l s e . That was h i s d e s t i n y , t h e 
purpose o f c r e a t i o n . B u t men "began t o c o n s i d e r themselves and 
c l e a v i n g t o t h e body and t h e o t h e r senses, d e c e i v e d as i t were i n t h e i r 
own i n t e r e s t s , t h e y f e l l i n t o s e l f i s h d e s i r e s and p r e f e r r e d t h e i r own 
cood t o t h e c o n t e m p l a t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e . W a s t i n g t h e i r t i m e t h u s and 
b e i n g u n w i l l i n g t o t u r n away fr o m t h i n g s c l o s e a t hand, t h e y i m p r i s o n e d 
i n t h e p l e a s u r e s o f t h e i r body t h e i r s o u l s w h i c h had become 
d i s o r d e r e d and d e f i l e d by a l l k i n d s o f d e s i r e s and i n t h e end t h e y 
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f o r g o t t h e power they had r e c e i v e d f r o m God i n t h e b e g i n n i n g " . We 
cannot know why man s t o p p e d c o n t e m p l a t i n g God, because our p r e s e n t 
g e n e r a t i o n i s i n t h e f a l l e n s t a t e , t h u s we cannot imagine what t h e 
r e a l freedom was l i k e . One cannot ask an in s a n e person t o g i v e 
r e a s o n s f o r h i s i n s a n i t y . However, F l o r o v s k y c o n s i d e r s O r i g e n t o have 
come " v e r y c l o s e t o t h e c o r r e c t s o l u t i o n , when he a t t r i b u t e d t h e 
o r i g i n o f e v i l .... e i t h e r t o boredom and i d l e n e s s ( d e s i d i a e t 
l a b o r i s taedium i n servando bono) or t o s a t i e t y o f D i v i n e c o n t e m p l a t i o n 
J ~\ M78 and l o v e 
We must b r i n g t o n o t i c e t h a t t h e f i r s t s i n n e r d i d n o t choose e v i l 
b u t a c t e d i n a wrong way, and i n d o i n g so b r o u g h t e v i l i n t o b e i n g . To 
say t h a t he chose e v i l w o u l d mean t h a t he chose h i s n a t u r e b e i n g t h e 
o n l y t h i n g t o choose b e s i d e s God. But n a t u r e i n i t s e l f is? never e v i l . 
- 27 -
I t can be c o r r u p t e d b u t i t i s n e v e r c o r r u p t i o n i t s e l f . We have 
a l r e a d y seen t h a t c r e a t u r e l y n a t u r e i s always open t o t h a t w h i c h i s 
beyond n a t u r e . C r e a t u r e l y n a t u r e i s and remains good. Thus t h e 
f a l l o f Adam i s a p e r s o n a l act'. S i n i s always p e r s o n a l , n o t n a t u r a l ! 
N a t u r e i s d i r e c t e d t o t h e p l e a s u r e o f c o n t e m p l a t i n g God. And t h i s 
i n n a t e a c t i v i t y , t h i s s t e a d y w i l l f o r a s c e n t towards God has t o be 
r e a l i z e d by t h e person. But t h e f i r s t s i n n e r t r e a t e d h i s n a t u r e as 
an end i n i t s e l f : "The human f a l l c o n s i s t s p r e c i s e l y i n t h e f a c t 
t h a t man l i m i t s h i m s e l f t o h i m s e l f , t h a t man f a l l s , as i t were, i n 
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l o v e w i t h h i m s e l f . The powers o f n a t u r e w h i c h are open t o God o r 
t o a c e r t a i n purpose beyond themselves become an end i n themselves, 
because o f a f a i l u r e o f t h e person. I n s t e a d o f l o v i n g t h e one who 
i s o n l y w o r t h l o v i n g man f e l l i n l o v e w i t h h i m s e l f . T h e r e f o r e 
P l o r o v s k y c a l l s t h e f a l l a " t r a g e d y o f m i s g u i d e d l o v e " , o r more 
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p r e c i s e l y , i t i s t h e " i n f i d e l i t y o f l o v e " . Thus e v i l has i t s 
n e g a t i v e c h a r a c t e r . 
S. Maximus t h e Confessor d e s c r i b e d t h e f a l l o f man i n terms o f 
8 l 
w i l l . Man's openness t o God, I n n a t e i n h i s n a t u r e , i s h i s n a t u r a l 
0' 1 ' 8 2 w i l l , VtA-^ /«* {(VCIKPV F w h i c h , b e i n g n a t u r a l , remains s i n l e s s even 
a f t e r t h e f a l l . I t c o n s t i t u t e s human freedom and belongs t o man's 
n a t u r e i n t h e same way as reason does. 05 flt4S~L\ t t v i t T^u- dy^uttv^v 
[fya* JjSi/v'Arflf • T h i s n a t u r a l w i l l i s t h e 'power s t a t i o n ' one 
m i g h t say, f o r a l l n a t u r a l movements t o w a r d t h e i r u l t i m a t e end. I t 
i s because c r e a t e d t h i n g s can n e v e r be an end i n themselves ( o n l y 
God i s <wT0Tt/f^ ) t h a t t h e end o f t h e i r n a t u r a l movement i s super-
n a t u r a l , i . e . i n God. I f t h e end o f n a t u r e i s God t h e n t h e n a t u r a l 
w i l l always d e s i r e s what i s i n harmony w i t h i t s n a t u r e , and i t 
remains u n f a l i e n . Because n a t u r e i s God's good and unchangeable 
c r e a t u r e , w h i c h cannot become bad. The most I m p o r t a n t t h i n g , however, 
i s freedom: pv^tt^ ^wj T\cTt $i\iw hSdtKH . I ^ I ^ T I <?J 
i m m e d i a t e l y a c t u a l i z e s t h e second l e v e l o f human e x i s t e n c e , t h e 
m i g h t even say, "he d i d n o t have one", because he l i v e d i n a b s o l u t e 
V 
re 
The n a t u r a l w i l l , we may conc l u d e , i s t h e power 
85 f o r s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n , f o r freedom The term V i / l ^ ^ d \$\jtiKt>v 
Tjoirc^ 6ir<i$£fUj i . e . how man uses h i s n a t u r a l w i l l ? Maximus c a l l s 
t h e use o f n a t u r a l w i l l JiX-^/** ^/o^tvcov because i t i s d i r e c t e d t o 
W W / - ^ . Man i n r e a l freedom d i d n o t need t h i s gnomic w i l l : one 
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accordance w i t h h i s n a t u r a l w i l l , i . e . i n communion w i t h God 
t h r o u g h l o v e and obedience. Gnomic w i l l and n a t u r a l w i l l were 
o r i g i n a l l y a l m o s t i d e n t i c a l , b u t t h e r e was no d i v e r g e n c e between them.. 
They were c o n g r u e n t . I t was o n l y a f t e r t h e f a l l t h a t t h e y appeared 
as d i s t i n c t and d i v e r g e n t . Because man misused h i s power f o r s e l f -
d e t e r m i n a t i o n and made h i m s e l f t h e end o f h i s n a t u r a l d e s i r e s , a 
new s t a t u s i n man's s t r u c t u r e i s " a c h i e v e d " . Man's use o f h i s 
n a t u r a l w i l l i s n o t c e r t a i n anymore, b u t becomes a r b i t r a r y , because 
now man has t o choose between d i f f e r e n t p l e a s u r e s . Choosing however, 
always i m p l i e s i g n o r a n c e o f what i s u l t i m a t e l y good f o r o n e s e l f 1, 
u n c e r t a i n t y as t o t h e r e s u l t o f t h e t h i n g chosen, and an acceptance 
does n o t denote an a c t o f w i l l b u t a d i s p o s i t i o n o r a h a b i t o f w i l l 
Thus what happens t h r o u g h the f a l l i s a p e r v e r s i o n o f man's aims i n 
s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n - r a t h e r t h a n an a n n i h i l a t i o n o r complete 
d e s t r u c t i o n o f t h e c a p a c i t y t o be s e l f - d e t e r m i n e d . 
homo i n se i n c u r v a t u s t h r o u g h h i s p e r s o n a l a c t o f s i n n i n g . A c c o r d i n g 
t o F l o r o v s k y man becomes d e c e n t r a l i z e d . F a l l e n man l i v e s w i t h i n two 
p o i n t s o f r e f e r e n c e : God and t h e i m a g i n a t i v e god, man h i m s e l f . 
"There a r e now two t e n d e n c i e s w h i c h i n t e r s e c t and c r o s s each o t h e r , 
QQ 
b o t h r e m a i n i n g e s s e n t i a l l y d i f f e r e n t " . T h i s i s a d e c i s i v e p o i n t . 
Man's o r i g i n a l freedom i s n o t c o m p l e t e l y l o s t t h r o u g h t h e f a l l . Though 
h i s n a t u r a l w i l l i s overpowered and p e r v e r t e d by t h e emergence o f an 
a r b i t r a r y and gnomic w i l l i t s t i l l r e m a i n s as a human posse f o r a r e t u r n 
t o God. "The w i l l o f f a l l e n man has c e r t a i n l y t h e wrong i n c l i n a t i o n , 
b u t i t i s s t i l l t o some e x t e n t f r e e and has f r e e l y t o a c c e p t t h e a c t 
o f God ( i n C h r i s t ) , by w h i c h s a l v a t i o n i s b r o u g h t t o man""^. When 
A t h a n a s i u s says "man f o r g o t t h e power t h e y had r e c e i v e d f r o m God i n 
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t h e b e g i n n i n g he o b v i o u s l y presupposes t h a t t h i s power i s s t i l l 
t h e r e even though s i n has obscured i t s a c t u a l i s a t i o n . F l o r o v s k y 
speaks o f t h e d e s p i r i t u a l i s a t i o n o f p e r s o n a l i t y , though p e r s o n a l i t y 
i n t h i s passage does n o t r e f e r t o man's h y p o s t a s i s , b u t t o h i s 
n a t u r a l freedom. I n u s i n g t h e term person he s t r e s s e s t h e s t r o n g 
c o n n e c t i o n between n a t u r e and h y p o s t a s i s , showing t h a t t h e two a s p e c t s 
cannot be s e p a r a t e d f r o m each o t h e r . "Since p e r s o n a l i t y i s t h e 
'image o f God' i n s p i r i t u a l b e i n g s , p e r s o n a l c h a r a c t e r can o n l y be 
p r e s e r v e d i n a c o n s t a n t c o n v e r s a t i o n w i t h God. Separated f r o m God 
,,92 
p e r s o n a l i t y v a n i s h e s , i s s t r i c k e n w i t h s p i r i t u a l s t e r i l i t y " . I n 
o f c o n t r a r i e s w i t h judgement o f them. Conse q u e n t l y v 4 / a 
88 
I n s t e a d o f r e a l i z i n g h i s K<Vvc<j utztg i f u a i / man becomes t h e 
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c o n c l u s i o n we may sum up F l o r o v s k y ' s t h o u g h t s as f o l l o w s : Due t o 
th e s e p a r a t i o n f r o m God, man f e l l i n t o s i n . The reason f o r t h i s i s 
n o t knowable, though u l t i m a t e l y i t i s u n d e r s t o o d as an " i n f i d e l i t y 
o f l o v e " . T h i s p e r v e r s i o n i s t h e r e s u l t o f an a c t o f t h e p e r s o n a l 
gnomic w i l l , n o t o f n a t u r e , b u t n a t u r e has t o bear t h e consequences 
o f t h i s r e v o l t a g a i n s t God.. The r e s u l t o f t h e f a l l i s b a s i c a l l y a 
d u a l i s m , w h i c h s e p a r a t e s man f r o m God and a c q u i r e s c o s m o l o g i c a l 
d i m e n s i o n s . H a v i n g d e s c r i b e d t h e " p u r e f a c t s " o f t h e f a l l , we may 
now t u r n t o an e x a m i n a t i o n o f t h e c h a r a c t e r o f e v i l and s i n . 
2.4.2.2 The problem o f e v i l 
" E v i l comes .... f r o m t h e c r e a t e d s p i r i t and n o t f r o m m a t t e r " . 
T h i s s t a t e m e n t i s a n t i p l a t o n i c and s t r e s s e s t h e o r i g i n a l s i n l e s s n e s s 
o f human n a t u r e . "For s i n does n o t b e l o n g t o human n a t u r e , b u t i s a 
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p a r a s i t i c and abnormal g r o w t h " . Though we may l i k e t o ask here 
w h e t h e r t h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g l e a d s t o t h e assu m p t i o n t h a t e v i l i s j u s t 
a c c i d e n t a l we have t o keep i n mind t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e 
and p e r s o n a l w i l l , w h i c h has a l r e a d y been mentioned. E v i l i s an a c t 
o f t h e h y p o s t a t i c w i l l , " i s a p e r v e r s e p e r s o n a l a c t i v i t y " . B u t 
t h e r e i s a d i f f i c u l t y h ere. I f t h e gnomic w i l l i s a h a b i t , does t h a t 
mean t h a t b e i n g a pe r s o n i s i n i t s e l f s i n f u l ? I s s i n a c c o r d i n g t o 
F l o r o v s k y n o t j u s t t h e s i n o f t h e p e r s o n , b u t even t h e b e i n g o f t h e 
person? T h i s i s a d i f f i c u l t q u e s t i o n t o answer. I n h i s essay "The 
da r k n e s s o f N i g h t " F l o r o v s k y uses t h e terms p e r s o n , p e r s o n a l i t y and 
d e p e r s o n a l i s a t i o n . How does one u n d e r s t a n d two sentences l i k e t h e 
f o l l o w i n g : " e v i l i s a p e r v e r s e p e r s o n a l a c t i v i t y " and " e v i l 
d e p e r s o n a l i z e s p e r s o n a l i t y i t s e l f " " ^ ? I t seems t o me t h a t F l o r o v s k y 
d e s c r i b e s two t h i n g s w i t h t h e same term. P a r a p h r a s i n g t h e two 
sentences he wants t o say: E v i l i s an a c t i v i t y o f t h e person. B u t 
b e i n g e x e c u t e d by t h e p e r s o n a l w i l l e v i l has p e r s o n a l consequences, 
namely t h e p e r v e r s i o n o f t h e person. T h i s p e r v e r s i o n i s a p r o c e s s 
w h i c h n e v e r comes t o i t s f i n a l g o a l , t h e complete l o s s o f p e r s o n a l i t y . 
Though e v i l causes t h e d i s i n t e g r a t i o n o f man, t h i s n e v e r comes t o an 
end because o f c r e a t i o n . A t o t a l d i s i n t e g r a t i o n o f t h e human 
s t r u c t u r e w o u l d mean man's r e t u r n t o n o n - e x i s t e n c e by t h e way o f 
c o r r u p t i o n . B u t the " v i o l a t i o n o f t h e law and d i s o b e d i e n c e d i d n o t 
a b o l i s h t h e o r i g i n a l purpose o f God. The a b o l i t i o n w o u ld have 
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v i o l a t e d t h e t r u t h o f God . Thus t h e power o f e v i l i s l i m i t e d , 
t h e c r e a t i o n w i l l n e v e r be s u b j e c t t o t o t a l d i s s o l u t i o n . R e t u r n i n g 
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t o our i n i t i a l q u e s t i o n t h i s means man w i l l n e v e r become as s t r o n g 
and p o w e r f u l as God i s . On t h e o t h e r hand, we have t o conclude t h a t 
t h o u g h e v i l d e p e r s o n a l i z e s man, i t never reaches i t s f i n a l g o a l , man' 
complete d e p e r s o n a l i z a t i o n . T h e r e f o r e o u r q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r 
F l o r o v s k y i d e n t i f i e s e v i l w i t h p e r s o n has t o be answered w i t h a 'no'. 
One o f t h e consequences o f t h e f a l l i s t h e d e c e n t r a l i s a t i o n o f 
man. H i s whole p e r s o n a l i t y was c e n t r e d around God b e f o r e the f a l l ; 
b u t now i t has two c e n t r e s . " i n t h e s t a t e o f e v i l t h e r e i s always 
a t e n s i o n between t h e two s o l i c i t a t i o n s : t h e ' I ' and something 
oft 
i m p e r s o n a l , r e p r e s e n t e d by i n s t i n c t s o r r a t h e r by passions' . 
F l o r o v s k y does n o t d e s c r i b e these p a s s i o n s i n any d e t a i l . " Passions 
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a r e always i m p e r s o n a l ; t h e y a r e c o n c e n t r a t i o n s o f cosmic e n e r g i e s . 
Whatever 'cosmic' means i n t h i s c o n t e x t , F l o r o v s k y wants t o a s s e r t 
t h a t t h e s e p a s s i o n s a r e c r e a t u r e l y , i . e . t h e y o r i g i n a t e i n man's 
c r e a t u r e l y movement. The d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e p e r s o n e n t a n g l e d i n 
p a s s i o n s must r e m a i n d a r k and m y t h o l o g i c a l , because man cannot r e a l l y 
d e s c r i b e t h e i r o r i g i n , b u t he knows t h a t , t h ough t h e y may come f r o m 
s o m e t h i n g beyond h i m s e l f , t h e se p a s s i o n s a r e h i s own. "Passions a r e 
t h e p l a c e , t h e s e a t o f e v i l i n t h e human person"''"^. They possess 
t h e p e r s o n so t h a t i n t h e end n o t t h e p e r s o n b u t t h e p a s s i o n s a c t 
upon him: f a t a t r a h u n t . C o n s e q u e n t l y F l o r o v s k y 1 s d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e 
f a l l e n man, who i s governed by p a s s i o n s , has t o be vague and can be 
n o t h i n g b u t an a t t e m p t t o e x p l a i n t h e i n e x p l i c a b l e : Man "doubts t h e 
e x i s t e n c e and t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f freedom i n g e n e r a l ... And, as a 
consequence he l o s e s h i s p e r s o n a l i t y , h i s p e r s o n a l i d e n t i t y " ^ ' " . We 
have a l r e a d y d i s c u s s e d t h i s problem. Man has always a s m a l l r e s i d u e 
o f p e r s o n a l i t y I n him, though he m i g h t be overpowered by t h e p a s s i o n s 
F i n a l l y F l o r o v s k y sharpens h i s p o i n t t o an e x t e n t w h i c h reminds one 
o f s i m i l a r L u t h e r a n s t a t e m e n t s . B u t we w i l l have t o see whether 
F l o r o v s k y r e a l l y t a k e s up t h i s p o s i t i o n . "The 'man o f t h e p a s s i o n s ' 
i s n o t a t a l l f r e e , a l t h o u g h he can g i v e t h e i m p r e s s i o n o f a c t i v i t y 
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and energy. He i s n o t h i n g b u t a ' b a l l ' o f i m p e r s o n a l i n f l u e n c e s " , 
and " t h e abuse o f freedom, w h i c h d r i v e s man away f r o m God, c u l m i n a t e s 
u l t i m a t e l y i n t h e bondage o f s i n and p a s s i o n s and k i l l s freedom 
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a l t o g e t h e r " . I summed up these q u o t a t i o n s t o show t h a t F l o r o v s k y 
conceives o f a p r o c e s s o f e v i l d o i n g w h i c h r e s u l t s i n b e i n g c a p t i v e o f 
p a s s i o n s . Because each h y p o s t a s i s has t o a c t u a l i z e and use i t s 
n a t u r e on i t s own i t comes t o d i f f e r e n t s t a g e s o f s i n n i n g and 
c o r r u p t i o n . Man f o r g e t s h i s freedom, d o u b t s t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e 
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p o s s i b i l i t y o f freedom, d e p e r s o n a l i z e s and f i n a l l y s u b m i t s t o the 
p a s s i o n s w h i c h means t h a t u l t i m a t e l y h i s freedom i s k i l l e d . I t 
depends e n t i r e l y on t h e p e r s o n and i t s gnomic w i l l t o what e x t e n t 
i t a l l o w s e v i l t o r u l e o v e r i t . B u t i f e v i l r u l e s t h e pe r s o n 
n a t u r e i s a f f e c t e d by t h i s , because t h e p a s s i o n s a re d i r e c t e d t o 
man's own n a t u r e and have a c o r r u p t i n g e f f e c t upon i t . They 
impose t h e 'law o f s i n ' i n t o n a t u r e . 
" E v i l i n man i s an i g n o r a n c e ('i^VOtd ) and an i n s e n s i b i l i t y , 
t h e b l i n d n e s s o f reason and t h e hardness o f h e a r t . Man s e a l s h i m s e l f 
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up, e n c l o s e s h i m s e l f i n h i m s e l f and s e p a r a t e s h i m s e l f " . B u t 
e n c l o s i n g h i m s e l f , man l o s e s h i m s e l f , h i s i n n e r l i f e becomes c h a o t i c 
because o f t e n d e n c i e s i n h i m s e l f w h i c h oppose each o t h e r . There i s 
a s p l i t i n man i n t r o d u c e d by s i n . The p a s s i o n s can o n l y e x i s t 
because o f t h e good, t h e y use t h e good e n e r g i e s f o r t h e wrong purposes: 
"The elements a r e t h e same i n t h e o r i g i n a l w o r l d and i n t h e f a l l e n 
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w o r l d . B u t t h e p r i n c i p l e o f o r g a n i s a t i o n changed" . Misuse o f 
th e s e good n a t u r a l e n e r g i e s r e s u l t s i n an "abnormal growth""'"^ i n 
n a t u r e . N a t u r e i t s e l f i s a f f e c t e d by t h e p a s s i o n s , because n a t u r e i s 
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t h e end f o r t h e law o f s i n , w h i c h i s a new law, "a k i n d o f a n t i - l a w " 
Man t u r n s t o h i m s e l f i n a way w h i c h d e s t r o y s h i s own n a t u r e . And t h i s 
p r o c e s s o f d e s t r u c t i o n happens i n d i v i d u a l l y i n d i f f e r e n t ways and t o 
d i f f e r e n t e x t e n t s . Thus e v i l c u t s t h e common human n a t u r e i n t o p i e c e s , 
i t d i v i d e s one man f r o m a n o t h e r because o f t h e i r d i f f e r e n t o p i n i o n s 
and i m a g i n a t i o n s , w h i c h i n s t i g a t e c o n t r a r y a c t i o n s . F l o r o v s k y conclude 
" E v i l i s d i v i d e d w i t h i n i t s e l f : i t i s a d i s c o r d and a disharmony, 
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i n o r d i n a t i o " . T h i s d i s o r g a n i z e d , c h a o t i c c h a r a c t e r o f e v i l does 
n o t o n l y l e a d t o a d i v i s i o n i n t h e common human n a t u r e and t h e r e f o r e 
t o t r o u b l e , i n c l u d i n g f i g h t s and even wars among mankind, b u t a c q u i r e s 
cosmic i m p l i c a t i o n s because o f man's s p e c i a l p o s i t i o n as m e d i a t o r . 
The law o f s i n i s n o t o n l y imposed on human n a t u r e b u t a l s o i n t o t h e 
e n t i r e c r e a t i o n . "The e n t i r e w o r l d i s p o i s o n e d by e v i l and m a l e v o l e n t 
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e n e r g i e s , and t h e e n t i r e w o r l d s u f f e r s because o f i t " . Consequently 
everybody and e v e r y t h i n g i s i n v o l v e d i n t h i s g r e a t p r o c e s s o f e v i l , 
o f s u f f e r i n g because o f s i n . "Man's ap o s t a s y e s t r a n g e s t h e whole 
c r e a t i o n f r o m God, d e v a s t a t e s i t and as i t were, d e p r i v e s i t o f God. 
The f a l l o f man s h a t t e r s t h e cosmic harmony""'"^. T h i s becomes c l e a r 
i n t h e l a s t e f f e c t o f e v i l : d e a t h . 
F l o r o v s k y assumes t h a t d e a t h i s o n l y c o n t r a r y t o human n a t u r e , 
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because man was c r e a t e d f o r i m m o r t a l i t y . B u t i n t h e s t a t e o f t h e 
f a l l e n c r e a t u r e man i s no l o n g e r i n communion w i t h God, does no 
l o n g e r p a r t a k e i n t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e and t h e r e f o r e f a l l s i n t o the 
law o f n a t u r e . "From t h e n a t u r e o f t h e dumb a n i m a l s m o r t a l i t y i s 
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t r a n s f e r r e d t o a n a t u r e c r e a t e d f o r i m m o r t a l i t y " r For t h e l i f e 
o f a n i m a l s d e a t h was n o t a p r e d i c a t e o f i n f o r m i t y b u t r a t h e r a mark 
f o r t h e i r g e n e r a t i n g power. B u t f o r man d e a t h i s a t r a g e d y , a 
c a t a s t r o p h e because i t i s n o t j u s t t h e d e a t h o f an i n d i v i d u a l 
e x i s t e n c e b u t t h e d e a t h o f p e r s o n a l i t y i t s e l f . And p e r s o n a l i t y i s 
f a r more t h a n mere i n d i v i d u a l i t y because i t w a s - c r e a t e d f o r e t e r n a l 
communion w i t h God. The c a p a b i l i t y o f d e a t h w h i c h was i n h e r e n t i n 
human n a t u r e was a c t u a l i z e d by t h e f a l l o f Adam. And t h r o u g h t h i s 
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o r i g i n a l s i n ( m o r t a l i t y ) human n a t u r e i n g e n e r a l i s c o r r u p t e d , 
s i n c e a l l men d e r i v e f r o m Adam g e n e t i c a l l y . Speaking o f t h e c o r r u p t i o n 
o f t h e human n a t u r e means t h a t s i n i s n o t a c c i d e n t a l b u t has 
o n t o l o g i c a l consequences. F l o r o v s k y has no s p e c i a l d o c t r i n e o f 
o r i g i n a l s i n . He r e f e r s t o i t s e v e r a l t i m e s b u t r a t h e r b r i e f l y . B ut 
he would agree w i t h F a t h e r Agh~>' o r g o u s s i s: "So t h e r e i s no 
d e t e r m i n i s m i n i n h e r i t i n g Adam's g u i l t . What man i n h e r i t s i s t h e 
s i n f u l c o n d i t i o n , t h e c o r r u p t i o n o f human n a t u r e and consequent d e a t h , 
f o r w h i c h t h e person o f Adam (!) i s r e s p o n s i b l e . Human persons a r e 
l i k e w i s e s i n f u l n o t because t h e y s i n n e d i n Adam, b u t because a l l 
human b e i n g s a r e a l s o p e r s o n a l sinners"''"''"^. W i t h t h e f a l l , e v i l came 
i n t o e x i s t e n c e and t h e c o n d i t i o n o f human n a t u r e changed. I f t h i s 
i s what F l o r o v s k y says, t h e n I t i s u n d e r s t a n d a b l e why he c o n c e i v e s 
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o f t h e f a l l as a m e t a h i s t o r i c a l e v e n t . W i t h o u t t h i s e v e n t one 
cannot argue f o r a change i n human n a t u r e . On t h e o t h e r hand - on my 
assu m p t i o n o f agreement between F l o r o v s k y and A g h i o r g o u s s i s -
F l o r o v s k y seems t o have d e n i e d t h e g u i l t - c h a r a c t e r o f o r i g i n a l s i n . 
He always s t r e s s e s t h e c o r r u p t i o n o f human n a t u r e , w h i c h cannot be 
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overcome by mere r e p e n t a n c e . I n o t h e r words, he s t r e s s e s t h e 
o n t o l o g i c a l c h a r a c t e r and i m p l i c a t i o n s o f t h e f a l l . 
To say t h a t e v i l introduces o n t o l o g i c a l consequences i n t o human 
n a t u r e means t h a t a new " r e a l i t y " i s c r e a t e d . Three " k i n d s " o f 
' r e a l i t y ' a p p l y now: God, h i s good c r e a t i o n and e v i l . B u t here t h e 
q u e s t i o n must be r a i s e d as t o how e v i l as t h e ' t h i r d r e a l i t y ' c o u l d 
e n t e r t h e w o r l d , i f God i s h e l d t o be t h e c r e a t o r o f a l l t h i n g s ? 
" E v i l i s p r e c i s e l y t h a t w h i c h opposes i t s e l f t o and r e s i s t s God., &i 
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i t p e r v e r t s h i s d e s i g n and r e p u d i a t e s h i s ordinances""''^. 
C o n s e q u e n t l y i t cannot have been c r e a t e d by God. God w o u l d 
c o n t r a d i c t h i m s e l f i f he c r e a t e d s o m e thing w h i c h i s d e s i g n e d t o 
d e s t r o y h i s work. B u t s i n c e o n l y t h e c r e a t o r e s t a b l i s h e s s u f f i c i e n t 
r e a sons f o r t h e e x i s t e n c e o f a n y t h i n g a p a r t f r o m h i m s e l f , one has t o 
say t h a t t h e r e i s no reason f o r t h e e x i s t e n c e o f e v i l a t a l l , t h ough 
i t e x i s t s . Thus e v i l i s a phenomenon omnino non fundatum. E v i l 
"possesses an e x i s t e n c e i n n o t e x i s t i n g a t a l l . For t h e r e i s no 
o t h e r o r i g i n f o r e v i l e x c e p t t h e n e g a t i o n o f t h e e x i s t e n t , and t h e 
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t r u l y e x i s t e n t forms t h e susta n c e o f t h e good. That t h e r e f o r e w h i c
i s n o t t o be f o u n d i n t h e e x i s t e n t must be f o u n d i n t h e n o n - e x i s t e n t 
B u t though t h e r e i s no reason f o r t h e e x i s t e n c e o f e v i l t h e r e i s a 
118 
cause f o r i t : t h e f a l l o f man, w h i c h was an " i n f i d e l i t y o f l o v e " 
j — T v -r » i i q Y e t i t has no p r o p e r n a t u r e . I t i s Cv TV t t v a i Tp c L ^ * i tjjw 
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has no su b s t a n c e , i s 3*voociov ^® and t h e r e f o r e has t o l i v e l i k e a 
p a r a s i t e t h r o u g h t h e good 
Though e v i l has no e x i s t e n c e i n t h e p r o p e r t h e o l o g i c a l sense i t 
i s a r e a l i t y i n c r e a t i o n , a r e a l i t y w h i c h i s c o u n t e r - p r o d u c t i v e o r as 
P l o r o v s k y n i c e l y p u t s i t : i t has a " m i r a c u l o u s f o r c e o f i m i t a t i n g 
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c r e a t i o n " , i n b r i n g i n g new r e a l i t i e s i n t o b e i n g , w h i c h oppose God's 
purpose. We have a l r e a d y seem some o f t h e consequences e v i l has, b u t 
t h e r e i s one o f e s c h a t o l o g i c a l i m p o r t a n c e . "The Good i s s e r i o u s l y 
l i m i t e d and oppressed by t h e i n s u r r e c t i o n o f E v i l .... E v i l i s an 
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o n t o l o g i c a l danger" w h i c h i n c r e a s e s i t s power c o n t i n u o u s l y . E v i l 
i s n o t something s t a t i c b u t a p e r p e t u a l p r o c e s s , s p r e a d i n g f r o m t h e 
p e r s o n a l t o t h e i m p e r s o n a l and t h e r e b y e s t a b l i s h i n g new r e a l i t i e s . 
" i n t h e f a l l e n w o r l d t h e r e i s an i n c o m p r e h e n s i b l e s u r p l u s w h i c h has 
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e n t e r e d e x i s t e n c e a g a i n s t the w'11 o f God . And t h e w o r l d , God's 
good c r e a t i o n has t o s t r u g g l e a g a i n s t the i n f l u e n c e s , a g a i n s t t h e 
a n t i - c r e a t i v e power o f e v i l . 
F i n a l l y we have t o ask how t h e r e a l i t y o f e v i l a f f e c t s God's 
r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h t h e w o r l d . God c r e a t e d man as a f r e e b e i n g i n o r d e r 
t h a t man m i g h t ascend t o God f r e e l y and by h i s own e f f o r t s . But man 
d i d n o t f u l f i l h i s ta&, w h i c h i s i n n a t e i n h i s v e r y n a t u r e . n s t e a d 
he f e l l away fr o m God, and i n d o i n g so e v i l e n t e r e d t h e w o r l d . Man 
and t h e whole cosmos were s e p a r a t e d f r o m God i n t o a c h a o t i c e x i s t e n c e . 
God t o l e r a t e d t h i s f a i l u r e o f man because he never f o r c e s h i s grace 
upon man. Man i s c r e a t e d as an e n t i r e l y f r e e s u b j e c t , who i s 
r e s p o n s i b l e f o r h i s deeds. God's l o v e wants man t o respond f r e e l y and 
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w i t h o u t t h i s f r e e response God's l o v e , i . e . h i s g r a c e , i s 'powerless'. 
Because " s i n and e v i l came n o t fr o m an e x t e r n a l i m p u r i t y , b u t from an 
i n t e r n a l f a i l u r e , f r o m t h e p e r v e r s i o n o f t h e w i l l .... s i n i s overcome 
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o n l y by i n n e r c o n v e r s i o n and change" . On t h e o t h e r hand re p e n t a n c e 
i s n o t enough t o overcome t h e r e s u l t o f t h e f a l l , c o r r u p t i o n . 
P e n i t e n c e i s j u s t an i n t e r r u p t i o n o f s i n , b u t does n o t d e l i v e r from 
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t h e c o r r u p t e d s t a t e o f n a t u r e . I f God wants t o be f a i t h f u l t o h i s 
c r e a t i v e word, t h e n he cannot do a n y t h i n g about t h o s e men, who do n o t 
want t o ascend t o him. He i s l i m i t e d by t h e e x i s t e n c e o f e v i l . 
F l o r o v s k y p u t s i t i n t o p o s i t i v e terms: " t h i s burdensome (! ) g i f t o f 
freedom i s t h e u l t i m a t e mark o f D i v i n e l o v e and benevolence towards 
man" '. And he i s r i g h t t o s t r e s s t h a t t h i s freedom i s indeed 
"burdensome". B u t n o t t h e freedom of man, b u t t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f h e l l , 
i . e . t h e p o s s i b l e e x i s t e n c e o f men i n e t e r n a l s e p a r a t i o n from God i s 
t h e u l t i m a t e s t i n g o f .the problem o f e v i l . S ince God does n o t revoke 
t h e b e i n g o f h i s c r e a t i o n . When man, however, i n m i s u s i n g h i s 
freedom a c t u a l i z e s h i s c a p a b i l i t y o f e t e r n a l r e s i s t a n c e a g a i n s t God, 
e v i l e x i s t s f o r ever. And t h i s e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e o f e v i l i s t h e 
l i m i t a t i o n o f God. F l o r o v s k y r e j e c t s t h e H e l l e n i s t i c thought, t h a t 
e v i l because o f i t s u n s t a b l e c h a r a c t e r must i n e v i t a b l y d i s a p p e a r a t 
the end. For n o t h i n g w h i c h Ls n o t r o o t e d i n a d i v i n e decree c o u l d 
p o s s i b l y endure f o r ever. B u t f o r F l o r o v s k y man's f r e e d e c i s i o n i s 
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t h e h i g h e r v a l u e . God n e v e r does any harm t o •man's freedom c"w.-. 
T h e r e f o r e he i s l i m i t e d i n t h e sense t h a t he has t o t o l e r a t e man's 
d e c i s i o n , i f he wants t o be f a i t h f u l t o h i s f r e e a c t o f c r e a t i n g man 
i n c r e a t u r e l y freedom. F l o r o v s k y t h u s d e s c r i b e s t h e a c t o f c r e a t i o n 
12-Q 130 as God's " k e n o s i s " o r even as t h e " r i s q u e d i v l n " . But t h i s 
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l i m i t a t i o n o f God s w i l l c o n s i s t i n g o f t h e e x i s t e n c e o f e t e r n a l 
h e l l i s n o t one w h i c h i s f o r c e d upon him f r o m o u t s i d e , i t i s a s e l f 
imposed l i m i t a t i o n , a f r e e k e n o s i s . T h i s does n o t n e c e s s a r i l y l e a d 
t o a d o c t r i n e o f p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , b u t a s s e r t s an i m p l i e d f o r e - k n o w l e d g e 
o f God. One q u e s t i o n however remains. F l o r o v s k y says: " T h i s f a l s e 
p r o d u c t i o n ( o f e v i l ) w i l l undergo t h e l a s t Judgement o f t h e C r e a t o r , 
b u t t h e power o f D i v i n e hove, as we are p o s i t i v e l y i n s t r u c t e d by the 
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S c r i p t u r e , w i 1 ! n o t surpass e i t h e r t h e r e s i s t a n c e o f t h e 'sons of 
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p e r d i t i o n ' o r t h e ravages produced by s i n " . One may ask what k i n d 
o f .love i s t h i s , wh' ch corns'ves o f a f a t h e r a g r e e i n g t h a t hi 1 s c h i l d r e n 
go i n t o e t e r n a l p e r d i t i o n ? ~s t h i s d e c r e e o f c r e a t u r e l y freedom of 
g r e a t e r v a l u e than God's l o v e t o h's c r e a t i o n i n t h a t sense w h i c h he 
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r e v e a l e d i n C h r i s t ? F l o r o v s k y presupposes a t t h i s p o i n t a c e r t a i n 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between l o v e and freedom. I n F l o r o v s k y ' s u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
l o v e seems t o to" 1 e r a t e t h e misuse o f human freedom. The q u e s t i o n i s 
w h e t h e r l o v e i m p l i e s an i m p o s i t i o n o r f o r c i n g , o r w h e t h e r i t i s f r e e 
and g e n t l e . We w i l l c o n s i d e r t h e r e l a t i o n between l o v e and freedom 
i n F l o r o v s k y ' s c o n c e p t i o n a f t e r we have p r e s e n t e d h i s f u l l d o c t r i n e . 
2.4.2.3 Freedom o f Choice t h e d i s f i g u r e d freedom 
T n our f i n a l s e c t i o n about t h e c r e a t u r e l y freedom we have t o 
r e c a p i t u l a t e e v e r y t h i n g t h a t has been s a i d so f a r . We w i l l have t o 
answer t h e q u e s t i o n , what i s man i n h i s p r e s e n t s t a t e . And t h i s 
q u e s t i o n reaches i t s u l t i m a t e p o i n t , when we c o n s i d e r man's freedom i n 
r e l a t i o n t o God. The answer t o t h i s q u e s t i o n s e t s t h e course f o r a l l 
o t h e r d i s c u s s i o n s on s u b j e c t s o f t h e o l o g y . T h i s a p p l i e s e s p e c i a l l y t o 
F l o r o v s k y , who s t r e s s e s the problem o f freedom i n a l l h i s w r i t i n g s . 
I t i s v e r y s u r p r i s i n g however t o r e a d h i s f i r s t s t a t e m e n t about t h i s 
p r o blem. " S p e c u l a t i o n about t h e freedom o f c h o i c e i s always b a r r e n 
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and ambiguous" . Our f o l l o w i n g d i s c u s s i o n w i ] ] be an e x e g e s i s o f 
t h i s b a s i c s t a t e m e n t . 
To t a l k about t h e l i b e r t a s m i n o r i s b a r r e n because i t i s j u s t a 
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" p a l e r e f l e c t i o n o f t h e r e a l freedom" , Adam and Eve e n j o y e d b e f o r e 
t h e f a l l , a r e f l e c t i o n o f t h a t s t a t e man was c r e a t e d f o r . The 
o r i g i n a l , y i n t e n d e d purpose o f man's freedom. Man'• .freedom was t o 
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l e a d t o a c o n s t a n t r e s p o n s i v e movement . "Man's freedom i s 
e s s e n t i a l l y a r e s p o n s i v e freedom a freedom t o a c c e p t God's w i l l . 
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'Pure freedom' can be p r o f e s s e d o n l y by a t h e i s t s " . Thus man i s 
n e v e r i n a n e u t r a l p o s i t i o n , where he d e c i d e s w h i c h o f two ways he 
s h o u l d go . H i s freedom i s always a r e a l i z e d freedom w h i c h 
a l r e a d y responds. We have t o conclude t h e n t h a t , a c c o r d i n g t o 
F l o r o v s k y , freedom i s always r e l a t i o n a l and i t s c h a r a c t e r depends on 
t h e q u a l i t y o f t h i s r e l a t i o n . Thus freedom i s a d e s c r i p t i o n o f the 
s i t u a t i o n between man and God. Consequently " t h e shape o f human l i f e • 
and now we may p r o b a b l y add, t h e shape and d e s t i n y o f t h e cosmos -
depends upon t h e synergism o r c o n f l i c t o f t h e two w i l l s , d i v i n e and 
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c r e a t u r e l y " . T h i s i s t h e reason why s p e c u l a t i o n about t h e freedom 
o f c h o i c e i s always ambiguous. Because o f t h e u n p r e d i c t a b l e n a t u r e 
o f t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and man we may ask o f what k i n d i s 
t h e b a l a n c e between t h e d i v i n e and t h e c r e a t u r e l y freedom? H i s t o r y 
and t i m e i s t h e p l a c e where these two freedoms meet, s t r u g g l e o r 
c o i n c i d e . And i t i s i n h i s t o r y and t i m e t h a t the freedom o f man 
has been misused. Man's h i g h e s t p r e d i c a t e , h i s freedom., w h i c h i s 
140 
"a c o n s t i t u t i v e p a r t o f t h e image o f God" became a burden f o r 
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man, a "burdensome ; / / i f t " ' and i t made God s u f f e r ' 
~n t h e two preceedine: s e c t i o n s we were concerned wi t h t h e 
problems o f the f a l l , o f e v i l and s i n . i n o r d e r t o p o i n t out, t h e 
a m b i g u i t y o f t h e d o c t r i n e o f man's freedom o f c h o i c e , we now 'nave 
t o summarize our r e s u l t s . T h i s w i l l be done by means o f c l a r i f y i n g 
a d i s t i n c t i o n wh'ch I a l r e a d y presupposed b u t never emphasized i n 
p a r t i c u ] a r . I t i s t h e t r a d i t i o n a l d i s t i n c t i o n between peccatum 
o r i g i n a t e and peccatum a c t u a t e , between c o r r u p t i o n and s i n on t h e 
background o f t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and h y p o s t a s i s o r 
yoc**<6\/ and t^iA^y^i ^VL^IKVV. Only on t h e background o f these 
d i s t i n c t i o n s i s an approach t o t h e problem o f freedom o f c h o i c e 
p o s s i b l e . 
2.4.2 .3-1 peccatum o r i g i n a l e and n a t u r e 
"Because o f t h e F a l l and O r i g i n a l S i n , a l l (!) mankind f e l l i n t o 
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m o r t a l i t y and c o r r u p t i o n " . Since t h e n t h e n a t u r e o f man i s not, 
o n l y l i a b l e t o m o r t a l i t y b u t h a v i n g a c t u a l i z e d t h i s c a p a b i l i t y w i l l 
n e c e s s a r i l y d i e . Because a l l mankind g e n e r a t e s f r o m t h e f i r s t s i n n e r 
Adam, a l l w i t h o u t any e x c e p t i o n a re m o r t a l and w i l l d i e . Death has 
power over t h e human n a t u r e because t h e law o f s i n i s imposed upon i t . 
"And even t h e h i g h e s t r i g h t e o u s n e s s under t h e law c o u l d ( n o t ) save 
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man f r o m t h e i n e v i t a b i l i t y o f e m p i r i c a l d e a t h " . Man's d e c i s i o n 
t o f a l l ' a w a y f r o m God has t h i s i r r e v e r s i b l e consequence upon h i s 
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n a t u r e . He has t h e c a p a c i t y t o p e r s e v e r e i n t h e " c h o i c e " once made' ~ 
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b u t he cannot r e t u r n , h i s n a t u r e i s c o r r u p t e d once and f o r a l l 
Because o f t h i s F l o r o v s k y d e s c r i b e s man's s t a t e as l o s t i n s i n and 
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c o r r u p t i o n i n terms w n i c h r e c a l l s i m i l a r s t a t e m e n t s o f L u t h e r 
" i t i s as thou.~h t h e r e were two s o u l s w i t h i n each person. Good 
and e v i l a r e s t r a n g e l y mixed. But no s y n t h e s i s i s p o s s i b l e . ' N a t u r a l ' 
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Good i s t o o weak t o r e s i s t e v i l " . The good whi c h F l o r o v s k y i s 
r e f e r r i n g t o i s t h e image o f God o r i n terms o f S. Maximus t h e ^t^^i. 
^\JC\KOY . Due t o t h e f a l l man l o s t h i s r e l a t i o n t o God f o r w h i c h he 
was c r e a t e d , " t u r n e d i n t o what he was by n a t u r e " 1 ^ . And one 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c moment, o f h i s c r e a t e d n a t u r e i s h i s b e i n g i n t h e image 
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o f God . I t i s q u i t e s u r p r i s i n g t h a t F l o r o v s k y does n o t say much 
about man bein;-; i n t h e image o f God, we have o n l y a few h i n t s , w h i c h 
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, . „, 150 we w i l l sum up b r i e f l y 
Man i s c r e a t e d I n t h e image o f God i n o r d e r t o use h i s image 
c h a r a c t e r t o become l i k e God. Thus image r e f e r s t o t h e p o t e n t i a l , 
l i k e n e s s t o t h e f u l f i l l e d , r e a l i z e d p o t e n t i a l o f becoming l i k e God. 
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And t h i s image i s m a n i f e s t e d i n Man's freedom . But b e i n g a 
p o t e n t i a l o f man's n a t u r e i t i s a f f e c t e d by t h e f a l l , i t i s s u b j e c t 
t o c o r r u p t i o n , b u t i t i s n e v e r l o s t . P l o r o v s k y d e s c r i b e s t h e p r e s e n t 
s t a t e o f t h e image o f God i n man i n d i f f e r e n t terms: I t i s 
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" p a r a l y s e d i n a c e r t a i n sense ( ? ) , and r e n d e r e d i n e f f e c t i v e " , 
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"wounded and m u t i l a t e d , .... po i s o n e d " . The c o r r u p t i o n o f t h e 
n a t u r e i s "a s o r t o f f a d i n g away o f t h e 'image o f God' i n man"*"^. 
B u t even when wounded by s i n man i s s t i l l CIKWAV Afl^jev oO^^^. 
H i s image i s s t i l l t h e r e , b u t i t i s oppressed, t o o weak t o r e s i s t 
e v i l and p a s s i o n s . We o b v i o u s l y come t o an a m b i g u i t y h e r e . On t h e 
one hand F l o r o v s k y s t r e s s e s t h a t man's c o r r u p t i o n i s i r r e v e r s i b l e by 
man's own e f f o r t . Man cannot r e s t o r e h i m s e l f t o h i s p r o p e r n a t u r e . 
On t h e o t h e r hand t h e image o f God " i s n e v e r t h e l e s s p r e s e r v e d i n t a c t , 
and t h a t i s why t h e r e i s a l w a y s , even i n t h e abyss, an o n t o l o g i c a l 
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r e c e p t a c l e f o r D i v i n e a p p e a l " . We have t o conclude t h a t t h e r e i s 
an o n t o l o g i c a l s p l i t i n man's n a t u r e s i n c e t h e f a l l : c o r r u p t e d n a t u r e 
and t h e image o f God, w h i c h though b e l o n g i n g t o n a t u r e i s i n d e s t r u c t i b l e . 
S i n c e t h e human n a t u r e i s t o t a l l y e n t r a p p e d i n c o r r u p t i o n and t h e 
image o f God i n man though s t i l l i n t a c t made p o w e r l e s s by e v i l and i s 
t h u s i n e f f e c t i v e , man's n a t u r e c a n n o t be r e s t o r e d t o i t s o r i g i n a l 
c o n d i t i o n by man's own achievements. Only God can h e a l Man's 
c o r r u p t i o n and d e l i v e r t h e image o f God f r o m a l l e v i l powers. T h i s 
w i l l be an a c t s o l a g r a t i a d e i and has a l r e a d y been a c h i e v e d f o r a l l 
mankind i n C h r i s t . Through h i s redeeming work he overcame d e a t h and 
c o r r u p t i o n . Thus " n a t u r e i s h e a l e d and r e s t o r e d w i t h a c e r t a i n 
c o m p u l s i o n , by t h e m i g h t y power o f God's o m n i p o t e n t and i n v i n c i b l e 
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g r a c e 
2.4.2.3.2 s i n and p e r s o n 
F l o r o v s k y c o n c e i v e s o f o r i g i n a l s i n i n an o n t o l o g i c a l way. S i n i s 
f o r him p r e c i s e l y an o n t o l o g i c a l p r o b l e m , b u t n o t a problem w h i c h 
p r i m a r i l y w a n t s t o d e s c r i b e t h e changed s i t u a t i o n between God and man. 
To my mind i n w e s t e r n d o g m a t i c s t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e peccatum o r i g l n a l e 
i n t e n d e d t o p r o v e t h a t a l l mankind i s s u b j e c t e d t o s i n . B u t t h e 
problem i s t h a t i t r a t i o n a l i z e s t h e phenomenon o f s i n and l o c a l i z e s i t 
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w i t h i n t h e human s t r u c t u r e . Gen. 3 does n o t t r y t o e x p l a i n where 
s i n comes f r o m n o r how s i n w o r k s , i t j u s t t e l l s t h e s t o r y o f an 
i n e x p l i c a b l e r e a l i t y , t h a t s i n e x i s t s . Why am I r e s p o n s i b l e f o r an 
a c t w h i c h I n e v e r c o m m i t t e d , why do I have t o s u f f e r d e a t h and 
c o r r u p t i o n , i f t h e f i r s t man sinned? The d o c t r i n e o f o r i g i n a l s i n 
wan t s t o e x p l a i n f i r s t o f a l l t h a t s i n i s always my deed, t h a t i t i s 
s o m e t h i n g o r i g i n a l i n my e x i s t e n c e , f r o m w h i c h I ca n n o t s e p a r a t e 
m y s e l f . O r i g i n a l s i n b e l o n g s t o me and t h a t i s a f a c t , f r o m w h i c h I 
c a n n o t d i s t i n g u i s h m y s e l f . We cannot u n d e r s t a n d where we committed 
s i n i n t h e f i r s t p l a c e , t h o u g h we know t h a t we a r e s i n n e r s . The 
reason f o r t h e i m p o s s i b i l i t y o f e x p l a i n i n g what o r i g i n a l s i n i s , 
c o n s i s t s i n t h e f a c t t h a t we c a n n o t s e t o u r s e l v e s o u t s i d e a s t a t e o f 
s i n . The enemy o f s i n i s n o t man, b u t God h i m s e l f and e n t r a p p e d i n 
s i n we a r e God's enemies. Thus we can o n l y c o n c e i v e o f s i n , i f we 
have been saved f r o m s i n by God. Though, even t h e n , s i n remains a 
m y s t e r y t o u s , because i n r e l a t i o n t o God we cannot d i s t i n g u i s h 
o u r s e l v e s f r o m s i n . I t i s God who d i s t i n g u i s h e s between o u r s e l v e s 
and o u r s i n : I n C h r i s t God saved man f r o m t h e powere o f s i n (Rom 5 , 6 f f ) . 
He a b o l i s h e d s i n , b u t saved us. I t i s f r o m t h i s s t a r t i n g p o i n t t h a t 
we must t a l k about o r i g i n a l s i n . E x p l a i n i n g i t however i n an 
o n t o l o g i c a l way i s t o t r y t o e x p l a i n t h e u n e x p l a i n a b l e , t o t r y t o 
s o l v e what i s a m y s t e r y , w h i c h i s o n l y s o l v e d and overcome i n C h r i s t . 
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T h i s does n o t do j u s t i c e t o t h e phenomenon o f s i n 
P l o r o v s k y ' s o n t o l o g i c a l e x p l a n a t i o n o f o r i g i n a l s i n does n o t 
i n c l u d e any concept o f r e a t u s o r g u i l t o f man's a c t u a l s i n . T h i s 
becomes c l e a r i n h i s c o n t r o v e r s y w i t h B r u n n e r , who o p e r a t e s w i t h a 
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d i f f e r e n t - Orthodox t h e o l o g y m i g h t c a l l i t m o n a s t i c - v i e w o f man . 
A c c o r d i n g t o B r u n n e r man c a n n o t r e s i s t God e t e r n a l l y . T h i s i s t h e 
p r o b l e m P l o r o v s k y i s concerned w i t h . For B r u n n e r man has t o respond, 
t o echo t h e d e c i s i o n God has a l r e a d y made ab o u t him and f o r him. 
Thus t h e r e i s no r e a l c h o i c e between two ways, b u t j u s t one o p t i o n : t o 
obey God's p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , h i s p r i m o r d i a l w i l l . F l o r o v s k y comments 
t h a t " a l l t h i s i s p e r f e c t l y t r u e M ^ ~ ^ , b u t t h e n he t u r n s round and 
p o i n t s o u t what seems t o him i s m i s s i n g i n B r u n n e r ' s view: "Brunner 
d i s c u s s e s t h e whole problem e x c l u s i v e l y i n t h e p e r s p e c t i v e o f t h e 
d i v i n e w i l l . For t h a t reason he misses t h e v e r y p o i n t o f t h e paradox. 
He s i m p l y i g n o r e s t h e human a s p e c t o f t h e problem" A l t h o u g h 
F l o r o v s k y ' s s t a t e m e n t seems t o be f a i r , n e v e r t h e l e s s we f e e l bound t o 
ask, how he c o n c e i v e s o f t h e p r e c i s e r e l a t i o n o f t h e w i l l o f God and 
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man's w i l l i n t h i s c o n t e x t . I s God r e a l l y p o w e r l e s s , when he wants 
t o save t h e o b s t i n a t e ? B u t l e t us r e t u r n t o F l o r o v s k y ' s comment, 
w h i c h may e l u c i d a t e h i s p o i n t o f view i . e . t o t h e "human a s p e c t o f 
t h e problem": A f t e r a c c u s i n g B r u n n e r o f b e i n g a f r a i d o f u s i n g o n t i c 
c a t e g o r i e s F l o r o v s k y a s s e r t s : " i n d e e d , man i s a s i n n e r , b u t he i s , 
f i r s t o f a l l , man .... t h a t i s - t o be what we a r e d e s i g n e d t o b e " * ^ : 
p e r s o n s , who f r e e l y r e s p o n d t o God. When F l o r o v s k y h e r e a s s e r t s t h a t 
man i s a s i n n e r he r e f e r s t o t h e c o r r u p t e d n a t u r a l c o n d i t i o n o f man. 
C o r r u p t e d n a t u r e does n o t i m p l y t h e n o t i o n o f n a t u r a l c o r r u p t i o n , 
because c o r r u p t i o n i s a v i o l a t i o n o f n a t u r e and,not a r e s u l t of 
n a t u r e . T h i s c o r r u p t e d n a t u r e i s i n f a c t n o t h i n g b u t t h e r e s u l t o f 
man b e i n g a s i n n e r , i t i s t h e r e s u l t o f t h e wrong a c t , n o t a wrong 
b e i n g . Hence man's image c h a r a c t e r i s s t i l l i n t a c t . Here i t i s v e r y 
i m p o r t a n t t o n o t e t h a t i t i s n o t s u f f i c i e n t t o d e s c r i b e man o n l y i n 
t e r m s o f h i s n a t u r e . Man i s always a h y p o s t a s i s i n one n a t u r e . I t 
i s t h i s h y p o s t a t i c c h a r a c t e r o f t h e human b e i n g t h a t F l o r o v s k y seems 
t o have i n mind, when he says t h a t man i s f i r s t o f a l l man. Thus he 
opposes B r u n n e r ' s m o n i s t i c - as he u n d e r s t a n d s i t - v iew w i t h h i s 
p e r s o n a l v i e w o f man. 
We have a l r e a d y t r i e d t o d e f i n e h y p o s t a s i s as t h e r e a l i s a t i o n o f 
what i s i n h e r e n t t o human n a t u r e , as t h e a c t u a l i s a t i o n o f human n a t u r e 
Thus we u n d e r s t a n d : 1. why t h e h y p o s t a t i c w i l l o f t h e f a l l e n man i s 
yVO/»*' < , i . e . ambiguous and 2. why t h e gnomic w i l l i s a h a b i t 
r a t h e r t h a n t h e d i r e c t e d w i l l : For i f what we d e s c r i b e d as t h e image 
c h a r a c t e r o f man i s t h e r i g h t o p p o s i t e t o t h a t w h i c h we d e s c r i b e d as 
t h e c o r r u p t i o n o f t h e n a t u r e then t h e r e a r e always two t e n d e n c i e s i n 
man. The p e r s o n has a l w ays two p o i n t s o f r e f e r e n c e : t h e good and 
t h e e v i l , t h u s he has t o choose and cannot escape t h i s n e c e s s i t y o f 
c h o i c e . Choice however, i s by d e f i n i t i o n a s i g n o f i g n o r a n c e , 
u n c e r t a i n t y e t c . , as we a l r e a d y d i s c u s s e d . T h e r e f o r e we have t o say 
1hat t h e freedom o f c h o i c e i s a s i g n o f t h e f a l l e n man. I n o t h e r words 
t h e h y p o s t a t i c w i l l as a i / ^ ^ / * - * ^/l^r ' K 0 " i s t h e e x p r e s s i o n o f t h e 
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f a c t t h a t man i s f a l l e n . B u t though man i s u n a b l e t o cure h i s 
c o r r u p t e d n a t u r e he i s a b l e t o h e a l h i s w i l l - i n freedom. B e i n g i n 
t h e p o s i t i o n o f c h o i c e he can choose e i t h e r s i n o r t h e a s c e n t t o God. 
Thus s i n i s t h e a c t u a l s i n and has i t s s e a t i n t h e w i l l . " S i n f u l n e s s 
I63 
i s d i s c l o s e d i n e v e n t s , i n s i n f u l a c t s and a c t i o n s " . Thus 
s i n f u l n e s s i s n o t a h a b i t . C o n s e q u e n t l y s i n n i n g can be i n t e r r u p t e d o r 
even stopped t h r o u g h r e p e n t a n c e , w h i c h i s n o t h i n g b u t d i r e c t i n g t h e 
- 40 -
gnomic w i l l t o wards t h e good, i . e . God. B u t t h i s a c t o f p e n i t e n c e 
must be a f r e e a c t . "The whole meaning o f t h e h e a l i n g o f t h e w i l l 
i s i n i t s f r e e c o n v e r s i o n . The w i l l o f man must t u r n i t s e l f t ;o God, 
164 t h e r e must be a f r e e and spontaneous response o f l o v e and a d o r a t i o n " 
Man has t o choose God i n d e n y i n g h i m s e l f , he has t o u n d e r t a k e a l l 
e f f o r t s t o r e a c h o u t f o r God. F l o r o v s k y sums t h i s up i n a sermon: 
"The g i f t o f l i f e , o f t r u e l i f e , has been g i v e n t o men ( i n C h r i s t ) , 
and i s b e i n g g i v e n t o them c o n s t a n t l y , and a b u n d a n t l y , and i n c r e a s i n g l y 
( t h r o u g h t h e H o l y S p i r i t ) . I t i s g i v e n b u t n o t always r e a d i l y 
' r e c e i v e d ' . For i n o r d e r t o be t r u l y q u i c k e n e d one has t o overcome 
one's f l e s h l y d e s i r e s , ' t o p u t a s i d e a l l w o r l d l y c a r e s ' , p r i d e and 
p r e j u d i c e , h a t r e d and s e l f i s h n e s s and s e l f - c o m p l a c e n c y , and even t o 
renounce one's s e l f . O t h e r w i s e one w o u l d quench t h e S p i r i t . God 
knocks p e r p e t u a l l y a t t h e g a t e o f human hearts, b u t i t i s man h i m s e l f , 
who can u n l o c k them" . God n e v e r v i o l a t e s man's freedom, even i f 
i t i s j u s t t h i s abnormal freedom o f c h o i c e . Or i n t h e words o f S. 
Maximus: "The S p i r i t does n o t produce an u n d e s i r e d r e s o l v e , b u t i t 
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t r a n s f o r m s a chosen purpose i n t o t h e o s i s " , f o r s i n and e v i l a r e 
n o t o r i g i n a t e d i n so m e t h i n g e x t e r n a l t o man, b u t come f r o m a p e r v e r s i o n 
o f h i s w i l l . 
2.5 The w o r l d i s c o n t i n g e n t - c o n c l u s i o n s 
The d o c t r i n e o f t h e c r e a t i o n o f t h e w o r l d opposes any concepts o f a 
w o r l d w i t h o u t a b e g i n n i n g o f t h e e x i s t i n g w o r l d . I t a l s o a s s e r t s t h a t 
t h e e x i s t i n g w o r l d i s n o t n e c e s s a r y , hence i t s c o n t i n g e n c y . T h i s 
c o n t i n g e n c y emphasizes t h a t t h e r e i s an o r d e r o f t h e e x i s t i n g . As 
c o n t i n g e n t t h e w o r l d has a b e g i n n i n g w h i c h opens up a p r o c e s s o f 
h i s t o r y . Bven i n t h i s p r o c e s s t h e e x i s t e n t w o r l d i s n o t s e l f -
s u f f i c i e n t b u t u t t e r l y dependent on i t s C r e a t o r . Due t o t h i s f a c t 
two r e a l i t i e s a r e j u x t a p o s e d : t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d i s immutable, 
because God c r e a t e d t h e w o r l d f o r e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e and w i l l n o t 
r e v o k e h i s c r e a t i v e word. The r e a l i t y o f t h e once c r e a t e d w o r l d i s 
i n t r a n s i t o r y and even a l l e v i l powers t r y i n g t o d i s s o l v e God's good 
o r d e r cannot l e a d t o t h e n o n - e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d . On t h e o t h e r 
hand, t h e n a t u r e o f t h e w o r l d i s m u t a b l e , i n v o l v i n g changes i n h i s t o r y 
because i t o r i g i n a t e d i n a change f r o m n o t h i n g n e s s i n t o e x i s t e n c e , by 
God's c r e a t i n g w i l l . " I n c r e a t u r e h o o d a g r e a t wonder i s r e v e a l e d . 
The w o r l d m i g h t n o t have e x i s t e d a t a l l . And t h i s w h i c h m i g h t n o t have 
e x i s t e d , f o r w h i c h t h e r e were no i n e v i t a b l e causes o r bases, does 
n qQ 
e x i s t " . T h i s c o n t i n g e n t e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d i s i t s most 
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i m p o r t a n t mark. C o n t i n g e n c y i m p l i e s t h e i d e a and r e a l i t y o f 
freedom. F i r s t o f a l l we have " t h e m i r a c l e o f t h e D i v i n e Freedom" , 
because God d e c i d e d t o c r e a t e t h i s new r e a l i t y w i t h o u t any c o m p u l s i o n 
B u t i n s e t t i n g t h e w o r l d s i d e by s i d e w i t h h i s own r e a l i t y he shows h i s 
freedom by g i v i n g freedom t o mankind. The c r e a t e d r e a l i t y was g i v e n 
f r e e w i l l i n o r d e r t o respond t o t h e C r e a t o r . B u t t h i s a c t o f 
c r e a t i o n i n c l u d e d t h e r i s k o f man m i s u s i n g h i s freedom and s e t t i n g 
up a new r e a l i t y w h i c h was n o t o r i g i n a l l y i n t e n d e d by God. T h e r e f o r e , 
we have t o co n c l u d e t h a t b o t h t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d and what 
happens i n i t a re c o n t i n g e n t . The l a t t e r i s c o n t i n g e n t t o t h e 
e x t e n t t h a t men use t h e i r powers f r e e l y , b u t t h i s i s l i m i t e d by t h e 
f a c t t h a t t h e y can n e v e r f a l l back i n t o n o n - e x i s t e n c e i . e . t h a t 
t h e i r freedom i s n o t a b s o l u t e . God's power and freedom remain and 
ar e s u p e r i o r t o man's a c t i v i t y , because he i s t h e C r e a t o r o f t h i s 
c o n t i n g e n t w o r l d , w h i c h m i g h t n o t have e x i s t e d a t a l l . 
I f , however, God's a c t o f c r e a t i o n i s c o n t i n g e n t , how does t h i s 
r e l a t e t o h i s own b e i n g and freedom? We have a l r e a d y q u o t e d 
F l o r o v s k y ' s phrase t h a t t h e c r e a t i o n i s t h e f r e e and u l t i m a t e a c t of 
God. I n b r i n g i n g t h i s new r e a l i t y i n t o e x i s t e n c e , God b i n d s h i m s e l f 
t o s o m e t h i n g new. We w i l l now have t o l o o k a t t h e p r o b l e m , how h i s 
freedom i s a f f e c t e d by man's freedom and what t h e f i n a l purpose o f 
h i s c r e a t i o n i s . I n o t h e r words, we have t o d e a l w i t h t h e p r o b l e m 
o f God's freedom, t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between erargies and n a t u r e o f God 
and f i n a l l y w i t h t h e e a s t e r n d o c t r i n e o f d e i f i c a t i o n . 
3. God c o u l d n o t have c r e a t e d a t a l l - t h e d o c t r i n e o f God 
3. 1 God i s f r e e - t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and energy 
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" C r e a t i o n i s a m i r a c l e o f D i v i n e f reedom" . Thus God's c r e a t i o n i s 
t h e r e s u l t o f h i s f r e e and c o n t i n g e n t a c t . F l o r o v s k y r e f e r s t o Duns 
S c o t u s , when he a s s e r t s t h i s b a s i c p r e s u p p o s i t i o n " ^ : Thus " P r o c e d i t 
autem rerum c r e a t i o a Deo non a l i q u a n e c e s s i t a t e , v e l e s s e n t i a e , v e l 
s c i e n t i a e , v e l v o l u n t a t i s , sed ex mera l i b e r t a t e , quae non movetur e t 
m u l t o minus n e c e s s i a t u r ab a l i q u o e x t r a se ad causandum" . We have 
t o d i s t i n g u i s h between an e x t e r n a l and an i n t e r n a l c o n s t r a i n t upon 
God. O b v i o u s l y i t i s i m p o s s i b l e t h a t t h e r e has been any e x t e r n a l 
c o n s t r a i n t s upon God b e f o r e a n y t h i n g had been c r e a t e d . I n c r e a t i o n 
God i s d e t e r m i n e d o n l y by h i m s e l f . The e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d does 
n o t add a n y t h i n g new t o h i s b e i n g , i t i s a b s o l u t e l y unnecessary f o r 
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h i s own b e i n g . Thus he c r e a t e s ex mera l i b e r t a t e . H i s own b e i n g i s 
n e c e s s a r y , b u t t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d i s c o n t i n g e n t . 
I t i s n o t easy however t o p r o v e t h a t t h e r e i s no i n t e r n a l 
c o m p u l s i o n f o r God t o c r e a t e , one m i g h t even say a n e c e s s i t y . How i s 
God's w i l l t o c r e a t e s o m e t h i n g o t h e r t h a n h i m s e l f , h i s r e v e l a t i o n 
'ad e x t r a ' , r e l a t e d t o h i s own b e i ng? D i s c u s s i n g t h i s p r o b l e m , 
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P l o r o v s k y always s t a r t s w i t h O r i g e n . A c c o r d i n g t o O r i g e n one 
c annot c o n c e i v e o f God w i t h o u t a s s e r t i n g a t t h e same t i m e t h a t he 
i s t h e c r e a t o r . I f God i s immutable, he c o u l d n o t have "become" t h e 
c r e a t o r b u t he must have been such. The same t h o u g h t i s s t a t e d as 
f o l l o w s : I f God i s t h e ir*v7<? x?ATiv j , and he i s such f r o m e t e r n i t y , 
t h e n t h e w o r l d , T» TT*>VT& F must have e x i s t e d f r o m e t e r n i t y , so t h a t 
God c o u l d be t h e L o r d o f a l l t h i n g s f r o m e t e r n i t y . Consequently t h e 
w o r l d has no b e g i n n i n g and "any c l e a r d i s t i n c t i o n between ' g e n e r a t i o n ' 
and ' c r e a t i o n ' was a c t u a l l y i m p o s s i b l e - b o t h were e t e r n a l r e l a t i o n s , 
i n d e e d 'necessary' r e l a t i o n s , as i t were, i n t r i n s i c f o r t h e D i v i n e 
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B e i n g " . For O r i g e n one cannot c o n c e i v e o f God b e i n g t h e F a t h e r 
w i t h o u t t h e Son, and i n t h e same way one cannot c o n c e i v e o f God b e i n g 
t h e C r e a t o r w i t h o u t t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d . Because God i s 
i mmutable, i . e . because t h e r e cannot be any change i n him, O r i g e n 
a s s e r t s t h a t God had t o c r e a t e n e c e s s a r i l y t o r e a l i z e t h e f u l n e s s o f 
h i s powers and p o t e n t i a l i t i e s . He had t o r e v e a l h i m s e l f f o r t h e sake 
o f t h e completeness o f h i s own b e i n g . F l o r o v s k y remarks here t h a t 
"even i f one r e j e c t s t h e O r i g e n i s t i c n o t i o n o f t h e i n f i n i t u d e o f r e a l 
p a s t t i m e and r e c o g n i z e s t h e bq&nning o f t i m e , t h e q u e s t i o n r e m a i n s : 
Does n o t a t l e a s t t h e t h o u g h t o f t h e w o r l d b e l o n g t o t h e a b s o l u t e 
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n e c e s s i t y o f t h e D i v i n e B e i n g ? " . Thus God i n h i s e t e r n a l s e l f -
c o n t e m p l a t i o n must o f n e c e s s i t y have c o n t e m p l a t e d something o t h e r t h a n 
h i m s e l f , t h e "image o f t h e w o r l d " , w h i c h he w o u l d c r e a t e . For 
F l o r o v s k y i t i s o b v i o u s t h a t i f one does n o t want t o i n t r o d u c e some 
k i n d o f a r b i t r a r i n e s s i n t o t h e d i v i n e b e i n g , w h i c h i n f a c t c o n t r a d i c t s 
h i s i m m u t a b i l i t y , one cannot a c c e p t t h e above s y l o g i s m o f O r i g e n . 
The a s s e r t i o n t h a t God i s t h e f r e e C r e a t o r , n o t n e c e s s i t a t e d by any-
t h i n g , c o n t r a d i c t s any i d e a w h i c h c o n c e i v e s o f t h e w o r l d as c o e t e r n a l 
w i t h God. To r e j e c t t h i s i s t o i n t r o d u c e t h e i d e a o f t h e a c t u a l 
e x i s t i n g w o r l d i n t o t h e i n n e r t r i n i t a r i a n l i f e o f God and t h e r e f o r e 
t u r n t h e w o r l d i n t o a c o - d e t e r m i n i n g p r i n c i p l e i n t h e Godhead. Here 
l i e s t h e c o r e o f F l o r o v s k y ' s argument. The q u e s t i o n , how God's 
b e i n g i s r e l a t e d t o h i s a c t o f c r e a t i o n i s u l t i m a t e l y a q u e s t i o n w h i c h 
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174 d e c i d e s a bout t h e d o c t r i n e o f God . F l o r o v s k y s o l v e s t h e problem 
by t a k i n g up t h e v i e w s o f t h e F a t h e r s w h i c h propound t h e w e l l known 
d i s t i n c t i o n between w i l l and n a t u r e ( e s s e n c e ) . As he s t a t e s i t : 
"The i d e a o f t h e w o r l d has i t s b a s i s n o t i n t h e essence b u t i n t h e 
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w i l l o f God" . B u t one can n o t h e l p a s k i n g w h e t h e r t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n 
between w i l l and n a t u r e i n t r o d u c e s a s p l i t i n t o t h e d i v i n e b e i n g? God 
i s e t e r n a l i n h i s essence and e x i s t s e t e r n a l l y as t h e t r i u n e God, 
who as t h e F a t h e r b e g o t t h e Son and as t h e S p i r i t proceeds f r o m t h e 
F a t h e r , There i s no b e g i n n i n g i n t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e T r i n i t y because 
i t s essence i s e t e r n a l ' ' ^ . I t i s immutable, w i t h o u t any becoming 
o r sequence wh a t s o e v e r . B u t t h e r e i s a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y 
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" a n o t h e r k i n d o f e t e r n i t y t h a n t h e D i v i n e essence" , w h i c h i s t h e 
e t e r n i t y o f t h e d i v i n e . w i l l . F l o r o v s k y a d m i t s t h a t i t i s v e r y h a r d 
t o c o n c e i v e o f t h e s e two e t e r n i t i e s w i t h o u t t h i n k i n g o f a t e m p o r a l 
sequence . B u t he d e s c r i b e s t h e d i f f e r e n c e between them by s a y i n g 
t h a t God does n o t have i n h i s essence t h e i d e a o f c r e a t i o n , ( t h i s 
w o u l d l e a d t o a m i x t u r e between t h e i d e a and t h e e s s e n c e ) , r a t h e r 
he t h i n k s i t up and t h u s "'becomes' t h e C r e a t o r , though f r o m 
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e v e r l a s t i n g " . O b v i o u s l y t h e i n t e n t i o n o f t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s t o 
s a f e g u a r d God's freedom. He i s a b s o l u t e l y f r e e by n a t u r e and h i s 
t h i n k i n g i s n o t c o n d i t i o n e d by a n y t h i n g . The n o n - e x i s t e n c e o f 3 t h e 
w o r l d w o u l d n o t have made any d i f f e r e n c e t o h i s e t e r n a l b e i n g . I f 
God w o u l d have n o t c r e a t e d , he w o u l d s t i l l be t h e T r i u n e God 
c o n t e m p l a t i n g h i m s e l f i n t h e f u l n e s s o f h i s p l e a s u r e . Thus t h e 
e t e r n i t y o f t h e w i l l o f God i s an a b s o l u t e l y f r e e e t e r n i t y as d i s t i n c t 
f r o m t h e " n e c e s s a r y " e t e r n i t y o f h i s essence. The e x i s t e n c e o f t h e 
w o r l d i s o n l y owed t o h i s f r e e c r e a t i v e w i l l and p l e a s u r e . T h i s means 
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t h a t God c o u l d have n o t c r e a t e d a t a l l 
How a r e w i l l and n a t u r e o f God r e l a t e d t o each o t h e r ? "God's 
'Being' has an a b s o l u t e o n t o l o g i c a l p r i o r i t y o v e r God's a c t i o n and 
l 8 l 
w i l l " . F l o r o v s k y a l s o e x p l a i n s t h a t t h i s i s n o t t o be u n d e r s t o o d 
by means o f a t e m p o r a l sequence, b u t o f a l o g i c a l o r d e r : God's b e i n g 
i n T r i n i t y i s a datum. C r e a t i o n i s an a c t o f t h e D i v i n e w i l l , w h i c h 
i s common t o a l l t h r e e h y p o s t a s e s . Thus t h e Fatherhood o f God must 
n e c e s s a r i l y p r o c e e d h i s Cr e a t o r h o o d . The O u<»^0/» >*an<± t h e «^t«^»$»<l 
of t h e Godhead have t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d c a r e f u l l y i n o r d e r t h a t God's 
freedom may be p r e s e r v e d . 
C r e a t i o n i s an a c t o f t h e d i v i n e and t h e r e f o r e e t e r n a l w i l l o f 
God. God t h i n k s up t h e "image o f t h e w o r l d " f r o m e t e r n i t y , b u t he 
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does t h i s f r e e l y w i t h o u t any i n t e r n a l o r e x t e r n a l c o n s t r a i n t . T h i s 
p l a n f o r t h e w o r l d t o be c r e a t e d does n o t b e l o n g t o t h e essence o f 
•the T r i n i t y . "The 'Mind' 'makes them up' o n l y o u t o f t h e super-
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abundance o f l o v e " , b u t i t i s a s u r p l u s i n t h e Godhead c o m p l e t e l y 
u nnecessary f o r i t s b e i n g . For F l o r o v s k y t h e f u n d a m e n t a l t r u t h i s 
t h a t b e f o r e t h e c r e a t e d t h i n g s emerge i n t o r e a l i t y God has worked o u t 
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a p a t t e r n f o r them . These p a t t e r n s are h i s p r e t e m p o r a l c o u n c i l s , 
w h i c h g i v e each c r e a t u r e t h e i r d i s t i n c t i v e c h a r a c t e r s . As God's 
c o u n c i l s , t h e y a r e unchangeable, p e r f e c t and e t e r n a l . God c r e a t e d t h e 
w o r l d a c c o r d i n g t o th e s e p l a n s , w h i c h a re God's p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s , h i s 
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Oti fi/* ATA „ The q u e s t i o n w h i c h n a t u r a l l y a r i s e s a t t h i s p o i n t 
c oncerns t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e !T4f* 4-Td and t h e a c t u a l 
t h i n g s . F l o r o v s k y t a l k s a b o u t t h e e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e o f these 
p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s i n terms o f t i m e . They e x i s t " b e f o r e " t h e a c t u a l 
•things come i n t o e x i s t e n c e s u b s t a n t i a l l y , " e v e r y t h i n g w h i c h i s 
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p r e o r d a i n e d by God i n advance and t h e n b r o u g h t i n t o e x i s t e n c e " . How 
a r e t h e s e p r e - e x i s t e n t c o u n c i l s r e l a t e d t o t h e e x i s t e n t w o r l d ? T h i s 
i s t h e q u e s t i o n we need t o answer b e f o r e we r e t u r n t o t h e d o c t r i n e o f 
t h e Godhead and t h e problem o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between n a t u r e and w i l l . 
F l o r o v s k y i s v e r y c a r e f u l and p r e c i s e a t t h i s p o i n t . I t i s n o t 
t h e i d e a s t h a t emerge and are b r o u g h t i n t o e x i s t e n c e , b u t t h e 
t h i n g s w h i c h a re based on them and w h i c h a re c r e a t e d e v e r y t h i n g ex 
n i h i l o . The i d e a s and t h e c r e a t u r e s a r e by no means i d e n t i c a l . 
"Quomodo e r g o Deo n o t a e r a n t quae non e r a n t ? P r o i n d e , antequam 
f i e r e n t , e t e r a n t e t non e r a n t ; e r a n t i n Dei s c i e n t i a , non e r a n t i n 
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sua ( c r e a t a ) n a t u r a " . . Thus t h e r e i s no passage f r o m e t e r n a l 
e x i s t e n c e as i d e a s i n t o t e m p o r a l e x i s t e n c e as m a t t e r . The d i s t a n c e 
o f n a t u r e s i s n o t overcome. God c r e a t e s t o t a l l y ex n i h i l o , w i t h o u t 
i n f u s i n g a n y t h i n g d i v i n e i n t o t h e creatures'. B u t he c r e a t e s a c c o r d i n g 
t o h i s d e s i g n , w h i c h he t h o u g h t up. The c r e a t i o n o f t h e p r e o r d a i n e d 
c r e a t u r e s i s t h e new r e a l i t y , t h e f i r s t and a b s o l u t e b e g i n n i n g o f 
-1 Qy 
t h e w o r l d , n o t t h e "image o f t h e w o r l d " i n God's w i l l '. "God 
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c r e a t e d a c c o r d i n g t o h i s i d e a o r i d e a s , and n o t o u t o f h i s i d e a " 
The w o r l d i s shaped a f t e r God's i d e a s , t h e y become " t h e b e a r e r o r c a r r i e r 
o f t h i s i d e a , w i t h o u t b e i n g e v e r e x i s t e n t i a l l y i d e n t i f i e d w i t h i t " . 
I t i s o b v i o u s t h a t t h e aim o f t h e argument i s t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e two 
modes o f . e x i s t e n c e , hence t h e freedom o f man and God. 
We may now r e t u r n t o t h e q u e s t i o n , how God ;s w i l l i s r e l a t d d t o 
h i s n a t u r e , b e a r i n g i n mind t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e i d e a s and t h e 
- 45 -
c r e a t u r e s : how a r e God's p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s r e l a t e d t o h i s b e i n g ? 
We a l r e a d y s t a t e d t h a t b e i n g i s s u p e r i o r t o God's a c t o r w i l l . B o t h 
however are e t e r n a l , and t h u s t h i s s u p e r i o r i t y i s o n l y a l o g i c a l 
a s s u m p t i o n . The i m p o r t a n t p o i n t i s t h a t t h e y have t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d . 
A c c o r d i n g t o t h e o l d Orthodox d o c t r i n e we cannot know God's b e i n g : 
"'hst*)*'v T ^ ®l~°v * * t ><A«aTA/\-5?7rT»l<"190. B u t we can know God 
by h i s o p e r a t i o n s , w h i c h a r e h i s r e v e l a t i o n s t o t h e w o r l d . Thus we 
c a n n o t t a l k about o r d e s c r i b e t h e essence o f God, b u t o n l y name h i s 
m a n i f e s t a t i o n s on e a r t h , w h i c h a r e t r u e m a n i f e s t a t i o n s o f h i s D i v i n e 
l i f e . These a c t s o f God a r e n o t j u s t means t o g e t t o know him, t h e y 
a r e i n s e p a r a b l e f r o m h i s essence, hence t h e y a r e God h i m s e l f , God 
1Q1 
i n h i s o p e r a t i o n s ad e x t r a . He i s h i s e n e r g i e s . And t h e 
u l t i m a t e b a s i s o r r o o t f o r these e n e r g i e s i s t h e d i v i n e essence. 
Though b o t h are c l o s e l y i n t e r r e l a t e d t h e y have t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d , 
\ a 192 
o r as D i o n y s i u s A r e o p a g i t a p u t i t : Tb 7 i u u ^ K A i 70 t T t j e / 
F l o r o v s k y d i s t i n g u i s h e s them as two d i f f e r e n t forms o f e x i s t e n c e o f 
193 
t h e Godhead . God's essence i s h i s b e i n g i n T r i n i t y (ad i n t r a ) 
and ( d i s t i n c t f r o m t h i s ) h i s e n e r g i e s are h i s b e i n g i n a c t (ad e x t r a ) . 
There i s a r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n (!) God between h i s b e i n g and h i s a c t . 
W i t h h i s e n e r g i e s God m a n i f e s t s h i m s e l f t o t h e w o r l d . These 
m a n i f e s t a t i o n s are n o t j u s t God's opera. Though F l o r o v s k y agrees 
194 
w i t h t h e p r i n c i p l e 'opera t r i n i t a t i s ad e x t r a s u n t i n d i v i s a ' , 
t h e e n e r g i e s do n o t j u s t d e n o t e t h e p r a e s e n t i a o p e r t i v a , s i c u t agens 
195 
a d e s t e i i n quod a g i t , b u t t h e y a r e God h i m s e l f . Thus we have t o 
say t h a t God i n essence always remains i n t h e unknowable t r a n s c e n d e n c e , 
196 
b u t i n h i s e n e r g i e s he i s i n t h e w o r l d . The e n e r g i e s o f God a r e 
n o t j u s t a c c i d e n t a l b u t " p a r t " o f t h e e t e r n a l Godhead, w h i c h he would 
have m a n i f e s t e d "beyond H i s essence .... even i f c r e a t u e s d i d n o t 
e x i s t " 1 9 7 ' 
Because God m a n i f e s t s h i m s e l f i n h i s e n e r g i e s i n t h e w o r l d he i s 
1 QR 
o'Xov 0/ttK .£f it T±fiov 0* — e'Apc t / W i . Thus God i s always 
it »199 p r e s e n t on e a r t h i n h i s l i f e g i v i n g a c t s . We may t h e n say t h a t 
God i s a b l e t o a c t i n t i m e t h r o u g h h i s e n e r g i e s . By means o f these 
e n e r g i e s he h i m s e l f i s ' i n t i m e ' , meets mankind, though w i t h h i s 
essence he remains o u t s i d e our k n o w a b i l i t y and t i m e . Only i n C h r i s t 
h i s "essence e n t e r s t i m e " as w e l l ^ ^ . I n h i s e n e r g i e s w h i c h are God 
h i m s e l f and have t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d f r o m h i s essence, God i s i n 
h i s t o r y . There i s "no need t h e r e f o r e t o escape t i m e o r h i s t o r y i n 
o r d e r t o meet God. F o r God i s m e e t i n g man i n h i s t o r y , i . e . i n t h e 
201 
human elem e n t , i n t h e m i d s t o f man's d a i l y e x i s t e n c e " . God's 
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202 essence s t i l l remains unapproachable , b u t he r e v e a l s h i m s e l f . 
20^ " T h i s c o n s t i t u t e s t h e m y s t e r y , o r t h e 'paradox' o f t h e r e v e l a t i o n " 
A m y s t e r y i n d e e d , i f one a p p l i e s i t t o t h e problem o f God a c t i n g i n 
t i m e . P l o r o v s k y o n l y r e f e r s t o t h e p r o b l e m a t i c term 'mystery indeed' 
b u t n e v e r s t a t e s , as we have seen, t h a t God i s i n s o l i d u n i t y w i t h 
mankind i n t i m e p e r s o n a l l y . The e n e r g i e s a r e n o t a f o u r t h h y p o s t a s i s , 
and t h e r e f o r e , even i f God meets man i n h i s e n e r g i e s h i s pe r s o n 
remains t r a n s c e n d e n t . F l o r o v s k y ' s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f God's c r e a t i n g 
t h e w o r l d "cum tempore, sed non i n tempore" i m p l i e s t h a t God never 
c r e a t e s i n t i m e , and y e t c r e a t i o n i n t i m e seems t o be t h e n a t u r a l 
consequence o f h i s p r e s e n t a t i o n o f t h e d o c t r i n e a bout t h e d i v i n e 
e n e r g i e s . Though God i s a b l e t o a c t i n t i m e t h r o u g h and i n h i s 
> 
e n e r g i e s , he remains o u t s i d e t i m e and space a c c o r d i n g t o h i s OVCH 
IV ygittv viroLTA- C iCLV . B u t does t h i s t e a r God i n t o p i e c e s ? Does 
one have t o say t h a t he i s a composite b e i n g ? 
These o b j e c t i o n s r e f e r r i n g t o t h e s i m p l i c i t y o f God had t o be 
f a c e d by Gregory Palamas who f i n a l l y f o r m u l a t e d t h i s e a s t e r n 
d o c t r i n e o f t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between w i l l and n a t u r e , energy and essence 
o r g r a c e and e s s e n c e 2 ^ . *H ( ? t i ^ *«U OtetoiZ^ t'M-*/* 4> i j * i * t ^ ^ ' j 
Oi/K oZcu , UM' t v t j ^ t t a uri Qi?T>2°5. There i s a r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n 
between God's b e i n g and h i s grace. For i f one does n o t d i s t i n g u i s h 
between them t h e r e w o u l d be no d i f f e r e n c e between t h e g e n e r a t i o n o f 
the Son and t h e c r e a t i o n o f t h e w o r l d . B o t h w o u l d be a c t s o f t h e one 
essence o f God, t h u s t h e w o r l d o r t h e image o f t h e w o r l d w o u ld be 
c o e t e r n a l and c o - d e t e r m i n i n g w i t h him, w h i c h would l e a d t o t h e 
consequence t h a t God's a c t o f c r e a t i o n i s n o t f r e e . T h i s o b v i o u s l y 
i m p l i e s t h a t t h e d i s t i n c t i o n i s n o t j u s t a l o g i c a l c o n s t r u c t i o n b u t 
a r e a l one. To be and t o a c t are two c o m p l e t e l y d i f f e r e n t modes o f 
e x i s t e n c e - even f o r God!^^. A p a r t f r o m t h i s argument t h e unknow-
a b i l i t y o f t h e d i v i n e b e i n g l e a d s t o t h e same consequence i n a 
s o t e r i o l o g i c a l way. W i t h and i n h i s e n e r g i e s God approaches h i s 
c r e a t u r e s , God "moves t o w a r d man and embraces him by H i s own 'grace' 
and a c t i o n , w i t h o u t l e a v i n g t h a t \^ufr an^o c K.XO V } } n w h i c h he 
207 
e t e r n a l l y a b i d e s " . God makes h i m s e l f knowable b u t remains 
unknowable i n h i s essence. Though t h e r e i s a r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n God, 
t h e r e i s no d i v i s i o n . For t h e e n e r g i e s a r e n o t a c c i d e n t a l , LVpfclk^ KcTO 
208 209 210 
, n o r c r e a t e d , n o r do t h e y have a b e g i n n i n g . Grace and 
essence have t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d b u t t h e y a r e s t r o n g l y l i n k e d t o g e t h e r 
f o r t h e e n e r g i e s proceed f r o m t h e essence. They a r e "an e t e r n a l 
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T r j a o O o ^ o f God, H i s e t e r n a l 'coming-forward'' Thus the e n e r g i e s 
d i f f e r f r o m God's essence, b u t t h e y a r e i n no way s e p a r a t e d f r o m 
i t . They have t o be c o n c e i v e d o f as i n t r o d u c i n g a r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n 
i n God, b u t t h i s s h o u l d n o t l e a d t o t h e ass u m p t i o n t h a t t h e r e i s a 
211 
d i v i s i o n i n God, w h i c h makes h i s b e i n g a composite . "The 
c r e a t i o n presupposes t h e T r i n i t y , and t h e s e a l l i e s o v e r t h e whole 
c r e a t i o n , y e t one must n o t t h e r e f o r e i n t r o d u c e c o s m o l o g i c a l m o t i f s 
212 
i n t o t h e d e f i n i t i o n o f t h e T r i n i t a r i a n B e i n g " . Consequently the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e essence and grace o f God does n o t l e a d t o 
t h e a s s u m p t i o n t h a t t h e T r i n i t y i s n o t i n v o l v e d i n C r e a t i o n . God 
c r e a t e s CK »Jk r y ^ d i * oiou Yvi^ «* r<_ . 
The d i s t i n c t i o n between b e i n g and energy was n e c e s s a r y f o r 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f t h e " a c t " o f g e n e r a t i o n and t h e a c t o f c r e a t i o n 
was t o be a v o i d e d and God's freedom was t o be m a i n t a i n e d . No a c t of 
revelation i n t r o d u c e s any change i n t o t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e , w h i c h remains 
f r e e t h r o u g h o u t . There i s no n a t u r a l n e c e s s i t y f o r God t o r e v e a l 
h i m s e l f . C o n s e q u e n t l y he m i g h t n o t have c r e a t e d a t a l l . "We can dare 
t o name ( i t ) t h e D i v i n e C o n tingency. B u t i t i s c o n t i n g e n c y rnodo 
2] 6 
d i v i n o " . T h i s d e c i s i o n o f t h e d i v i n e w i l l , w h i c h as t h e w i l l o f 
God i s immutable, c o n s t i t u t e s t h e c o n t i n g e n t e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d . 
2i4 
T h i s w i l l i s e t e r n a l , though n o t e o e t e r n a l w i t h t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e 
215 
T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between two e t e r n i t i e s however i s a l o g i c a l one 
and i s made i n o r d e r t o r e j e c t any k i n d o f n e c e s s i t y f o r God t o c r e a t e . 
F l o r o v s k y t r i e s t o e x p l a i n t h i s by r e f e r r i n g t o t h e S c h o l a s t i c 
d i s t i n c t i o n between ' p o t e n t i a a b s o l u t a ' and ' p o t e n t i a o r d i n a t a ' ^ ^ . 
God i s f r e e . F l o r o v s k y u p h o l d s t h i s t r u t h on t h e b a s i s o f t h e 
P a t r i s t i c d i s t i n c t i o n between God's gra c e and God's n a t u r e , w h i c h was 
217 
s a n c t i o n e d by Orthodox Church c o u n c i l s . T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n however 
i s h a r d l y a c c e p t e d i n contemporary non-Orthodox t h e o l o g y . Roman 
C a t h o l i c and P r o t e s t a n t t h e o l o g i e s a l i k e f i n d t h e i r s t a r t i n g p o i n t s 
i n c o ntemporary B i b l e e x e g e s i s , P a t r i s t i c s t u d i e s and s c h o l a s t i c o r 
r e f o r m e d t h e o l o g y , w h i c h r e j e c t e d t h e P a t r i s t i c d i s t i n c t i o n . T h i s 
poses a number o f f u n d a m e n t a l q u e s t i o n s n o t a t l e a s t connected w i t h 
t h e o l o g y and a number o f f u n d a m e n t a l q u e s t i o n s e s p e c i a l l y concerned 
w i t h t h e freedom o f God. Though t h e s e q u e s t i o n s a r e o f extreme 
218 
i m p o r t a n c e f o r t h e o l o g y we cannot d i s c u s s them h e r e , b u t we w i l l 
r e t u r n t o them i n t h e second c h a p t e r . Our p r e s e n t purpose has been t o 
show how F l o r o v s k y c o n c e i v e s o f God's freedom. T h i s has l e d us t o the 
r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n God between n a t u r e and grace. What remains f o r 
us t o do i s t h e i n v e s t i g a t i o n o f t h e purpose o f t h e grace o f God, 
w h i c h i s r e s t e d i n t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s . 
- 48 -
3.2 The d i v i n e e n e r g i e s 
God t h o u g h t up t h e w o r l d f r o m e t e r n i t y . These t h o u g h t s a r e the 
"image o f c r e a t i o n " i n God, t h u s unchageable, always r e m a i n i n g 
t r a n s c e n d e n t and n e v e r s u b j e c t t o a becoming. God c r e a t e s ex n i h i l o 
a c c o r d i n g t o h i s i d e a s , t o h i s p l a n o r , as F l o r o v s k y c a l l s i t , 
p r e d e s t i n a t i o n . Because t h i s image o f t h e w o r l d i s "never i n v o l v e d 
i n t e m p o r a l change, ( i t ) i s c o m p a t i b l e w i t h t e m p o r a l b e g i n n i n g , w i t h 
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th e e n t e r i n g - i n t o - b e i n g o f t h e b e a r e r s o f t h e e t e r n a l d e c r e e s " 
F l o r o v s k y must c o n c e i v e o f a s o r t o f " d o u b l e - c r e a t i o n " , i f he, as we 
have seen, cannot t h i n k o f God c r e a t i n g i n t i m e . Consequently t h e 
d e s i g n o f t h e w o r l d w o u l d be an a c t o f h i s e t e r n a l w i l l , h i s f i r s t 
c r e a t i o n , t h e emergence o f t h e a c t u a l e x i s t i n g w o r l d h i s second. 
F l o r o v s k y does n o t c a l l t h i s a " d o u b l e - c r e a t i o n " b u t makes th e 
d i s t i n c t i o n between " t h i n k i n g up t h e image o f t h e w o r l d " and " c r e a t i n g 
t h e new r e a l i t y a c c o r d i n g t o t h i s image". One has t o be aware however 
o f t h e f a c t t h a t t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s are as such God. I f one does 
n o t want t o c o n c e i v e o f t h e images o f t h e w o r l d as a c o n s t i t u t i v e 
e l e m e n t o f t h e Godhead then t h e y cannot be e t e r n a l l y " i n " t h e e n e r g i e s . 
Thus God " s t a r t e d " , though f r o m e t e r n i t y , t o c o n t e m p l a t e something 
o t h e r t h a n h i m s e l f i n h i s e n e r g i e s . 
The b e i n g s c r e a t e d o u t o f n o t h i n g become t h e b e a r e r s o f the 
e t e r n a l p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s . B u t t h e p a t t e r n s do n o t become p a r t o f t h e 
c r e a t e d b e i n g , such as t h e p l a t o n i c / G Y P L *• 1> *••?/» 11 Kei, b u t t h e y a r e 
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" t h e t r u t h o f a t h i n g , i t s t r a n s c e n d e n t a l e n t e l e c h y " . We have t o 
c o n c l u d e two t h i n g s . The e n e r g i e s p r o c e e d i n g f r o m t h e t r i u n e God are 
m a n i f o l d . Every man i s c r e a t e d a c c o r d i n g t o one s p e c i a l p l a n , t h u s 
f o r e verybody t h e r e i s a s p e c i a l r a y o f grace. "Out o f e t e r n i t y , God 
i n t h e c o u n c i l o f h i s good p l e a s u r e , beholds a l l t h e i n n u m e r a b l e 
m y r i a d s o f c r e a t e d h y p o s t a s e s , w i l l s them, and t o each one o f them 
221 
m a n i f e s t s H i m s e l f i n a d i f f e r e n t way" . B u t these images o f God 
were n o t r e a l i z e d p r o p e r l y . God d i d n o t c r e a t e man c o m p l e t e l y a c c o r d i n 
t o h i s image. He c r e a t e d man i m p e r f e c t . T h i s i s t h e c o n c l u s i o n 
drawn f r o m F l o r o v s k y ' s s t a t e m e n t , t h a t " t hese ' p r o t o t y p e s ' are n o t 
222 
e x a c t l y i n e s c a p a b l e 'laws o f n a t u r e ' . They, a r e d e s i g n s and c a l l s " 
Thus t h e c r e a t e d man i s asked t o become. I n t e r p r e t i n g F l o r o v s k y ad 
optimam partem one c o u l d say, t h a t God c r e a t e d man f o r a common 
h i s t o r y o f achievements. T h i s i s p r o b a b l y what he i n t e n d s , though he 
s t r e s s e s h i s f a v o u r i t e d o c t r i n e : man's freedom. "There i s i n c r e a t i o n 
a s u p r a - n a t u r a l g o a l , founded on freedom, o f a f r e e p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 
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223 and u n i o n w i t h God" . Conseq u e n t l y t h e image o f t h e w o r l d i n God 
serv e s a d o u b l e purpose: i t i s t h e p l a n a c c o r d i n g t o w h i c h man i s 
c r e a t e d and i t i s t h e g o a l , t h e f i n a l d e s t i n y o f what man s h o u l d 
become. T h i s i s a n o t h e r antinomy o f c r e a t i o n , " o r r a t h e r t h e 
e s c h a t o l o g i c a l a s p e c t o f t h e same b a s i c a n t i n o m y o f c r e a t i o n .... 
H i s t o r i c a l p r o c e s s i s u l t i m a t e l y d y o t h e l e t i c , t h e W i l l o f God i s 
224 
m e d i a t e d t h r o u g h t h e w i l l o f man" . Man i s c a l l e d t o become what he 
i s supposed t o be. And t h i s becoming was t h e t a s k f o r mankind when 
i t was o r i g i n a l l y c r e a t e d . Man e x i s t i n g i n the image o f God has t h e 
c a l l t o conform t o t h e e t e r n a l image o f t h e w o r l d , God's 
p r e d e s t i n a t i o n i n p a r t a k i n g i n t h e s e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s , w h i c h a r e 
always p r e s e n t i n everyone, though w i t h o u t m i x i n g w i t h t h e c r e a t e d 
n a t u r e . 
B e f o r e we d e a l w i t h t h i s d o c t r i n e , w h i c h i s t h e c l i m a x o f t h e 
d o c t r i n e o f c r e a t i o n , f o r i t combines man's c o n t i n g e n t freedom w i t h 
God's c r e a t i v e and u n c r e a t e d w i l l , t h e doctrine o f t h e o s i s , we have t o 
l o o k i n t o t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e image o f God a g a i n . So f a r we have seen 
t h a t P l o r o v s k y uses t h e te r m imago d e l i n two senses. On t h e one 
h a n d man i s c r e a t e d i n t h e image o f God and " t h e r e a l i t y o f 'image' 
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i n g e n e r a l i s n o t compromised by i t s (man's) f a c t u a l inadequacy" , 
due t o h i s f a l l e n s t a t e . On t h e o t h e r hand F l o r o v s k y uses 'imago 
d e i ' t o denote t h e image o f t h e w o r l d i n God's w i l l , h i s p r e d e s t i n a t i o n . 
B u t what i s t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p t o each o t h e r ? Man i s c r e a t e d i n t h e 
image o f God a c c o r d i n g t o t h e image o f God, w h i c h i s a d i v i n e energy 
and w h i c h he has had f r o m e t e r n i t y i n h i s mind. T h i s i s F l o r o v s k y ' s 
view. 
Man i s i n t h e image (To HAT' Ct^e^a ) b u t n e v e r t h e imago d e i 
( < ^ C I K W ) - Only C h r i s t i s imago d e i and he i s imago d e i by n a t u r e , 
K<ATA v f u t i f . Thus we have t h r e e d i f f e r e n t c o n n o t a t i o n s o f t h e imago 
d e i a) t h e Logos b) t h e p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s and c) To KAT1 utcpvi. i t i s 
s i g n i f i c a n t , however, t h a t P l o r o v s k y i s n o t r e f e r r i n g t o t h e imago d e i 
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i n t h e essays I have r e a d , w h i c h i s C h r i s t , though t h e r e a r e 
p a t r i s t i c bases f o r i t . I t s h o u l d be c l e a r by now t h a t he does n o t 
do so i n o r d e r t o s a f e g u a r d God's freedom. The p r i c e f o r t h i s , 
however, i s t h e concept o f t h e d i s t i n c t i o n i n God between n a t u r e , 
h y p o s t a s e s and e n e r g i e s . C o n s e q u e n t l y P l o r o v s k y ' s d o c t r i n e o f God 
i s d e v e l o p e d w i t h o u t developing t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e T r i n i t y f i r s t . I t 
i s devebped f r o m o n t o l o g i c a l problems emerging from h i s (O.T. b i b l i c a l ) 
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approach t o t h e d o c t r i n e o f c r e a t i o n , an approach w h i c h n e g l e c t s t h a t 
God r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f i n C h r i s t . And t h i s i s e s p e c i a l l y s u r p r i s i n g , 
because t h e F a t h e r s r e f e r r e d a l r e a d y t o a r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
t h r e e images, t h u s c o m b i n i n g C h r i s t o l o g y , t h e d o c t r i n e o f c r e a t i o n 
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and a n t h r o p o l o g y . I r e n a e u s a s s e r t e d t h a t man was "modelled 
a f t e r H i s own (God's) Son" and t h i s p r o l e p t i c a l l y , i n a n t i c i p a t i o n 
^28 
o f t h e i n c a r n a t e Word . Thus t h e image has been m a n i f e s t e d i n t h e 
i n c a r n a t e one. T h i s however i s supposed t o be an t h o r o p o m o r p h i c 
language and s h o u l d n o t l e a d t o a c o r p o r e a l u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e 
D i v i n i t y , b u t wants t o d e s c r i b e t h e t o t a l s t r u c t u r e o f man. I t i s 
o b v i o u s t h a t we come t o r a t h e r d i f f i c u l t and i m p o r t a n t q u e s t i o n s here 
w h i c h we w i l l r e t u r n t o l a t e r . 
3.5 God i s t h e f r e e C r e a t o r - c o n c l u s i o n s 
The p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n d e a l t w i t h t h e problem o f t h e c o n t i n g e n c y o f t h e 
e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d , w h i c h f o u n d i t s e x p r e s s i o n i n t h e q u e s t i o n o f 
t h e freedom o f man. We were bound t o ask how t h i s freedom i s r e l a t e d 
t o t h e freedom o f t h e C r e a t o r . The t a s k was t o prove t h a t God was 
n o t n e c e s s i t a t e d t o c r e a t e t h e w o r l d , b u t t h a t h i s a c t o f c r e a t i o n was 
f r e e , i . e . an e x p r e s s i o n o f h i s a b s o l u t e freedom. To s o l v e t h i s 
p r o b l e m we had t o d i s c u s s P l o r o v s k y ' s d o c t r i n e o f God, w h i c h he 
d e v e l o p s p r e c i s e l y f r o m t h i s p roblem. A c c o r d i n g t o P l o r o v s k y t h e 
a s s e r t i o n t h a t God was f r e e n o t t o c r e a t e a t a l l can be u p h e l d o n l y i f 
one d i s t i n g u i s h e s i n God between t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e and t h e d i v i n e 
e n e r g i e s . God's b e i n g i n t h r e e h y p o s t a s e s i s d i s t i n c t f r o m h i s a c t i n g 
t h r o u g h h i s e n e r g i e s . T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between God's b e i n g and God's 
a c t does n o t d e s t r o y t h e s i m p l i c i t y o f God, because t h e e n e r g i e s 
p r o c e e d f r o m t h e n a t u r e o f God, b u t t h e y have t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d f r o m 
God's b e i n g . I t i s i m p o r t a n t t o n o t e t h a t t h e s e e n e r g i e s , w h i c h are 
t h e grace o f God, are n o t so m e t h i n g d i f f e r e n t f r o m God b u t God h i m s e l f . 
God i s h i s e n e r g i e s . By means o f t h e s e e n e r g i e s God i s i n c o n t a c t w i t h 
e v e r y t h i n g beyond h i m s e l f . Thus i n h i s e n e r g i e s God i s i n t i m e and 
space, w h i l e h i s n a t u r e cannot be c o n t a i n e d i n these c a t e g o r i e s and i s 
t h u s n o t known t o man. Man knows God o n l y by means o f h i s e n e r g i e s . 
E v e r y c r e a t u r e i s s e a l e d by a s i n g l e r a y o f g r a c e , i . e . by one energy, 
w h i c h i s t h e e n t e l e c h y and c a l l f o r e v e r y s i n g l e c r e a t u r e . The 
q u e s t i o n arose how these e n e r g i e s , p r e s e n t i n e v e r y s i n g l e c r e a t u r e , 
a r e r e l a t e d t o t h e c r e a t u r e . P l o r o v s k y s o l v e d t h i s problem w i t h h i s 
d o c t r i n e a bout t h e imago d e i . A c c o r d i n g t o t h i s d o c t r i n e one has t o 
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d i s t i n g u i s h t h r e e d i f f e r e n t c o n n o t a t i o n s o f t h e term imago d e i : The 
e n e r g i e s a r e God's e t e r n a l p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s a c c o r d i n g t o w h i c h t h e 
c r e a t u r e s were c r e a t e d ex n i h i l o . C o n s e q u e n t l y t h e d i f f e r e n c e 
between t h e d i v i n e p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s ( t h e l o g o i ) , w h i c h are e t e r n a l , 
and t h e image o f God i n man ( T o KIT U^e"*) i s o n t o l o g i c a l . C h r i s t 
i s t h e t h i r d image o f God and he a l o n e i s imago d e i by n a t u r e . We 
have t o ask how t h i s l a t t e r c o n n o t a t i o n o f t h e term 'imago d e i 1 
r e l a t e s t o t h e two p r e v i o u s ones, We w i l l f i n d t h a t t h e d o c t r i n e 
o f t h e o s i s , w h i c h w i l l be our n e x t c o n c e r n , answers t h i s q u e s t i o n . 
D e i f i c a t i o n i s t h e e v e n t where t h e p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s , t h e e n e r g i e s o f 
God, meet w i t h t h e human freedom. Thus t h e p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n and t h i s 
s e c t i o n w i l l f i n d t h e i r c o n n e c t i o n and c l i m a x i n t h e d o c t r i n e o f 
t h e o s i s , f o r d e i f i c a t i o n i s t h e o r i g i n a l purpose o f God's f r e e 
c r e a t i o n . I t i s n e c e s s a r y however, t o keep i n mind t h e p r e v i o u s 
e x p o s i t i o n s o f t h e freedom o f God and man, w h i c h have t h e i r b a s i s i n 
t h e f u n d a m e n t a l d i s t i n c t i o n between b e i n g and a c t ( n a t u r e and p e r s o n ; 
n a t u r e and e n e r g i e s ) . One reason why t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e o s i s does 
n o t have a r e a l e q u i v a l e n t i n w e s t e r n t h e o l o g y m i g h t be t h i s s t r i c t 
d i s t i n c t i o n . 
C The D o c t r i n e o f T h e o s i s 
1. Synergy between man and God 
Through c r e a t i o n t i m e and c o n s e q u e n t l y h i s t o r y s t a r t e d . God c r e a t e d 
t h e w o r l d ex mera l i b e r t a t e f o r a l i v i n g communication w i t h h i s 
c r e a t u r e s . Thus " h i s t o r i c a l p r o c e s s i s u l t i m a t e l y d y o t h e l i t i c " ^ . 
God's w i l l and man's w i l l a r e supposed t o meet. T h i s was t h e u l t i m a t e 
purpose o f God's f r e e c r e a t i o n . And because God g r a n t e d freedom t o 
man, because God and man l i v e i n two d i f f e r e n t modes o f e x i s t e n c e , t h e 
e n c o u n t e r between God and man was an a b s o l u t e l y f r e e e n c o u n t e r . "An 
appeal t o freedom was i m p l i e d i n t h e a c t o f c r e a t i o n i t s e l f , namely 
i n t h e c r e a t i o n o f r a t i o n a l b e i n g s " . T h i s a p p e a l t o man's freedom 
s t i l l remains a f t e r man f e l l away from God's l o v e d e l i b e r a t e l y . God 
remained f a i t h f u l t o h i s l o v e f o r h i s c r e a t u r e s d e s p i t e a l l t h e e v i l 
man b r o u g h t i n t o e x i s t e n c e . H i s e t e r n a l d e s i g n and p r e d e s t i n a t i o n 
a c c o r d i n g t o w h i c h man was c r e a t e d , were n o t s i m p l y f o r c e d upon man, 
b u t were t h e c a l l , t h e f i n a l g o a l man had t o ascend and conform t o 
f r e e l y . The aim o f c r e a t i o n was man's becoming conformed t o God's 
p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s , t o p a r t a k e i n t h e d i v i n e grace. B u t " i t i s i m p o s s i b l e 
t o l i v e i n God, and t o l i v e i n s e r v i t u d e , d r i v e n by f e a r o r c o e r c i o n . 
- 52 -
To l i v e i n God means t o l i v e l i k e God and t h e f i r s t s i g n o f l i k e n e s s 
t o God i s freedom - ' s e l f - r u l e d ' as t h e a n c i e n t F a t h e r s s a i d - i t 
means c r e a t i v e power and d e c i s i o n o f w i l l " ' . Thus t h e grace o f God 
i s n o t i r r e s i s t a b l e , b u t i s coming i n t h e m y s t e r y o f freedom, i . e . 
i t i s f r e e l y and c o n t i n u a l l y g i v e n by God and has t o be accepted i n 
freedom by man. T h i s however means t h a t f o r any e n c o u n t e r o f man w i t h 
God, i . e . f o r man's s a l v a t i o n , a synergy between man and God i s 
a b s o l u t e l y necessary, W i t h o u t man's own f r e e e f f o r t s t be 
saved. " P a r a d o x i c a l l y , nobody can be saved by l o v e d i v i n e a l o n e , 
u n l e s s i t i s responded by g r a t e f u l l o v e o f human persons" . T h i s 
however does o n l y a p p l y t o t h e human w i l l . Man's n a t u r e i s r e s t o r e d 
i n C h r i s t " w i t h a c e r t a i n c o m p u l s i o n " , b u t t h e h e a l i n g o f man's w i l l 
depends on h i s s y n e r g y w i t h t h e d i v i n e grace. Thus t h e r e i s a r e a l 
p r o b l e m t o s o l v e f o r man. H i s d e s t i n y , h i s e x i s t e n c e depends on 
h i m s e l f ^ . I t i s u t t e r l y dependent on man w h e t h e r he j u s t e x i s t s o r 
w h e t h e r he r e a l l y l i v e s , i . e . i n u n i o n w i t h God . " T h i s i s the 
g 
o n t o l o g i c a l law o f s p i r i t u a l e x i s t e n c e , even t h e law o f l i f e i t s e l f " . 
Man must t u r n f r e e l y t o God r e s p o n d i n g t o h i s e t e r n a l c a l l . I f Adam 
wo u l d have done so, i m m o r t a l i t y w o u ld have been g r a n t e d t o him. 
Though he was m o r t a l by n a t u r e he c o u l d have g a i n e d the d i v i n e 
Q 
i m m o r t a l i t y , he c o u l d have become a deus assumptus . E x a c t l y t h i s 
f r e e t u r n i n g o f man t o God i s r e q u i r e d o f man. Adam was supposed t o 
use h i s freedom i n o r d e r t o become c o m p l e t e l y d e i f i e d , f a l l e n men are 
asked t o t u r n t o God, asked f o r a f r e e c o n v e r s i o n o f t h e w i l l i n 
o r d e r t h a t Man's gnomic w i l l may be h e a l e d and men may l i v e i n 
communion w i t h God. Co n s e q u e n t l y t h i s s ynergy i s always an a c t o f 
s a l v a t i o n . Man i s c a l l e d t o c o o p e r a t e i n God's s a v i n g a c t s . God's 
a p p e a l t o man's freedom i s n o t h i n g b u t an appeal t o man's c o o p e r a t i o n 
i n t h e pr o c e s s o f s a l v a t i o n ^ . B u t t h i s c o o p e r a t i o n i s a r e a l task 
f o r man. I t i s n o t s i m p l y a 'yes' t o God's l o v e , n o t j u s t an a c c e p t -
ance o f h i s commandments. T h i s s y n e r g y r e q u i r e s man's e f f o r t s , h i s 
t o t a l commitment. 
B e f o r e d i s c u s s i n g t h e 'how' o f man's e f f o r t s we have t o s t r e s s 
one p o i n t . F l o r o v s k y uses t h e term ' c a l l s ' t o d e s c r i b e God's grace. 
B u t t h e s e " c a l l s " s h o u l d n o t be confounded w i t h what t h e r e f o r m e d 
t h e o l o g i a n s c a l l t h e 'word o f God', w h i c h f r e e s man. God's grace 
a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y a r e h i s p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s , h i s e t e r n a l images, 
w h i c h he t h o u g h t up from a l l e t e r n i t y f o r e v e r y s i n g l e c r e a t u r e . And 
man has - m y s t e r i o u s l y - t h e c a p a c i t y t o know these images and surpass 
h i m s e l f . " i n a c e r t a i n sense, t h i s g o a l i t s e l f i s ' n a t u r a l ' and 
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p r o p e r t o t h e one who does t h e c o n s t r u c t i v e a c t s , so t h a t t h e 
a t t a i n m e n t o f t h i s g o a l i s somehow a l s o t h e s u b j e c t ' s r e a l i z a t i o n 
o f h i m s e l f " 1 ^ " . T h i s s e l f - r e a l i z . a t i o n o f man i s r e q u i r e d . B u t i t 
c a n n o t come t o i t s f i n a l end w i t h o u t b e i n g a s s i s t e d by God's g r a c e , 
w h i c h does n o t compromise man's freedom. "An a n n o i n t i n g shower o f 
grac e responds t o t h i s i n c l i n a t i o n ( o f man), c r o w n i n g t h e e f f o r t s o f 
12 
t h e c r e a t u r e s " . We have t o conclude t h a t man's d i v i n e c a l l , as 
P l o r o v s k y c a l l s i t , i s n o t h i n g b u t h i s e x i s t e n c e a c c o r d i n g t o t h e 
i n d i s p u t a b l e r e a l i t y t h a t God c r e a t e d him, i s n o t h i n g b u t h i s 
c r e a t u r e h o o d . T h i s i s n o t y e t a l i v i n g e n c o u n t e r . Man i s asked 
t o l i v e up t o t h i s f a c t . I f he f u l f i l s t h i s t a s k grace i s g r a n t e d 
t o him. Thus F l o r o v s k y ' s a s s e r t i o n t h a t God's a c t i o n i s always t h e 
f i r s t one, t h a t t h e i n i t i a t i v e i s h i s r e f e r s j u s t t o God's e t e r n a l 
d e c i s i o n s , b u t n o t t o h i s l i f e - g i v i n g word w h i c h he a c t u a l l y g i v e s 
t o e v e r y man. The c r e a t i o n and r e d e m p t i o n a re God's a c t , h i s 
14 
i n i t i a t i v e , t o w h i c h man has t o respond, i n syn e r g y 
F l o r o v s k y sees f a l l e n man as f r e e i n t h e sense t h a t he i s a b l e 
t o r espond t o h i s C r e a t o r and t h i s response i s answered by God's 
"shower o f g r a c e " . B u t one has t o ask how t h i s o p t i m i s t i c d o c t r i n e 
o f man compares w i t h t h e ( P r o t e s t a n t ) d o c t r i n e o f man's d e p r a v i t y and 
i n a b i l i t y t o want and t o do a n y t h i n g f o r h i s s a l v a t i o n w i t h o u t God's 
p r e v i o u s a s s i s t a n c e . I n ( P r o t e s t a n t ) t h e o l o g y man i s a s i n n e r ( t h o u g h 
h i s c r e a t u r e h o o d i s n o t d i s s o l v e d by s i n ) , who i s u n a b l e and u n w i l l i n g 
t o ascend t o God o f h i s own ac c o r d . He needs God's f r e e grace i n 
o r d e r t o f r e e h i m s e l f f r o m t h e bondage o f s i n . I t i s t h i s i n i t i a t i v e 
o f God, w h i c h l e a d s t o man's s a n c t i f i c a t i o n , i . e . t o h i s a c t o f 
r e s p o n s i v e l o v e . F l o r o v s k y ' s c o n c e p t o f t h e s y n e r g y between man and 
God however i g n o r e s t h i s h a r d r e a l i s m o f t h e f a l l and l e a d s t o 
c o n c l u s i o n s , w h i c h are q u i t e dangerous. I w i l l t r y t o p o t t o u t these 
p roblems by e x a m i n i n g t h e i m p l i c a t i o n s o f h i s d o c t r i n e r e g a r d i n g 
t h e J t 0 TO 
F l o r o v s k y f e e l s t h a t Mary i s n o t j u s t one s p e c i a l "case" i n 
human h i s t o r y . Though she s e r v e s a s p e c i a l and u n i q u e purpose i n 
1 "5 
God's p l a n she i s t h e " r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f t h e human r a c e " . "She 
e x e m p l i f i e d i n h e r p e r s o n , as i t were, t h e whole o f hu m a n i t y " . We 
s h a l l n o t d i s c u s s t h e M a r i o l o g y h e r e , b u t we must n o t e t h a t a l t h o u g h 
F l o r o v s k y s t a t e s " M a r i o l o g y i s t o be b u t a c h a p t e r i n t h e t r e a t i s e 
on t h e I n c a r n a t i o n , n e v e r t o be extended i n t o an in d e p e n d e n t 
17 
' t r e a t i s e ' " . Yet he p u t s M a r i o l o g y i n a d i f f e r e n t c o n t e x t by 
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making Mary t h e r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f t h e human ra c e . By d o i n g t h i s he 
d e p a r t s f r o m C h r i s t o l o g y and moves t o a g e n e r a l a n t h r o p o l o g y , making 
t h i s t h e c o n t e x t o f M a r i o l o g y as w e l l as E c c l e s i o l o g y . T h e r e f o r e i t 
i s j u s t i f i e d t o expound t h e p r o b l e m o f synergy as t h e problem of 
M a r i o l o g y . 
Mary was chosen b e f o r e a l l t i m e t o be t h e Mother o f God. T h i s 
was h e r u n i q u e p r e d e s t i n a t i o n . Thus she w o u l d and f i n a l l y d i d 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n t h e d i v i n e m y s t e r y o f r e d e m p t i o n , " o f t h e redeeming 
18 
r e - c r e a t i o n o f t h e w o r l d " . I n t h e case o f Mary t h e work o f 
c o o p e r a t i o n w i t h t h e d i v i n e w i l l and a c t r e s u l t e d i n t h e I n c a r n a t i o n . 
I n t h e same way e v e r y man p a r t i c i p a t e s i n t h e work o f h e a l i n g h i s 
w i l l . Man has t o t u r n t o God f r e e l y , who a s s i s t s and s u p p o r t s t h i s 
c o n v e r s i o n by a condescension o f gr a c e . Through t h e v a l u e and 
r e l e v a n c e o f these two a c t s , Mary p a r t i c i p a t e s i n t h e work o f 
r e d e m p t i o n and man i n t h e work o f h e a l i n g h i s w i l l , t h e f o r m a l 
s t r u c t u r e i s t h e same i n b o t h cases. Man and God a c t t o g e t h e r i n 
syne r g y . Thus t h i s grace o f p r e d e s t i n a t i o n i s n o t f o r c e d upon Mary, 
19 
b u t she had t o respond t o h e r s p e c i a l c a l l , t o t h e a n n u n c i a t i o n . 
T h i s a c t o f response i s o f immense i m p o r t a n c e : On t h e one hand t h e r e 
i s an o b v i o u s p a r a l l e l , w h i c h was a l r e a d y s t a t e d by t h e F a t h e r s : "As 
t h e human r a c e f e l l i n t o bondage t o d e a t h by means o f a v i r g i n ; 
v i r g i n a l d i s o b e d i e n c e h a v i n g been b a l a n c e d i n t h e o p p o s i t e s c a l e by 
20 
v i r g i n a l obedience" . T h i s f a c t o f a c o u n t e r b a l a n c e i s seconded by 
a more i m p o r t a n t argument: F l o r o v s k y i s q u o t i n g t h e M e t r o p o l i t a n 
P h i l a r e t o f Moscow and i s c e r t a i n l y i n agreement w i t h him: "Her 
(Mary's) humble L e t i t be was n e c e s s a r y (!) f o r t h e r e a l i z a t i o n o f 
21 
God's m i g h t y L e t i t be" . One c o u l d s t a r t s i l l y s p e c u l a t i o n s a bout 
t h e r e a l p o s s i b i l i t y , and a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y 1 s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 
man's freedom i t was in d e e d a r e a l p o s s i b i l i t y f o r Mary n o t t o obey 
God's " r e q u e s t " . The s p e c u l a t i o n a bout t h i s would be s i l l y , b u t t h e r e 
i s a t h e o l o g i c a l p r o b l e m o f g r e a t i m p o r t a n c e b e h i n d t h i s : How are 
man's freedom and God's p r e d e s t i n a t i o n r e l a t e d t o each o t h e r ? 
A c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y grace i s n e v e r i r r e s i s t a b l e , n e v e r f o r c e d upon 
man's w i l l and even when c o o p e r a t i n g w i t h t h e human freedom grace 
22 
does n o t compromise man's freedom . Consequently we have t o assume 
t h a t God can be t a k e n by s u r p r i s e by human a c t i o n s . H i s p r e d e s t i n a t i o n 
can s i m p l y f a i l t o a c h i e v e what t h e y were i n t e n d e d f o r . God i s 
made p o w e r l e s s because o f t h e p o s s i b l e r e s i s t a n c e o f t h a t man who uses 
h i s freedom. T h i s p o w e r l e s s n e s s i s , however, s e l f - i m p o s e d , because 
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God wants t o e n c o u n t e r man i n freedom. On t h e o t h e r hand i t i s 
o b v i o u s t h a t a c c o r d i n g t o t h i s c o n c e p t Mary's obedience was n e c e s s a r y 
f o r God's p l a n . And h e r obedience i n f l u e n c e d h i s a c t s . Do we have 
t o c o n c l u d e , t h a t man i s a b l e t o i n f l u e n c e God? We l e a v e t h i s open 
now, as r e g a r d s Mary, however " t h e word o f t h e c r e a t u r e caused (!) 
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t h e C r e a t o r t o desend i n t o t h e w o r l d " " . The f o r m u l a t i o n i s 
dangerous indeed. B ut i f one wants t o s t r e s s human freedom t o t h e 
e x t e n t P l o r o v s k y wants t o s t r e s s i t , i t i s easy t o come t o consequences 
l i k e t h i s . He con c l u d e s t h a t God n e v e r a c t s a l o n e . Though t h e 
i n i t i a t i v e i s h i s (he c r e a t e d , he wanted t o redeem, he asked ( ? ) Mary 
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e t c . ) , "man had t o have h i s a c t i v e share i n t h e mys t e r y " 
C o o p e r a t i o n i s r e q u i r e d i n any case and w i t h o u t t h i s c o o p e r a t i o n God's 
a c t s r e m a i n i n a c e r t a i n sense u s e l e s s : God c r e a t e d t h e w o r l d , so 
t h a t man may l i v e i n communion w i t h him. I f man f a i l e d i n d o i n g so, 
he l o s t God and God " l o s t " man's f r e e p e r s o n a l response. God redeemed 
t h e w o r l d i n C h r i s t , so t h a t we may become t h e sons o f God a g a i n , b u t 
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i f man does n o t " j u s t i f y t h a t r e s u r r e c t i o n f o r h i m s e l f " , man w i l l 
l i v e i n e t e r n a l condemnation and s e p a r a t i o n f r o m God. Thus, w i t h o u t 
man's c o o p e r a t i o n n o t h i n g can r e a l l y happen i n t h e h i s t o r y o f 
s a l v a t i o n . 
How d i d Mary c o o p e r a t e ? She was o b e d i e n t and t h i s was h e r 
"freedom o f c o o p e r a t i o n " , w h i c h " i s j u s t what human freedom means''2^. 
She had t h e freedom t o obey God, t o respond t o him f r e e l y i n t o t a l 
o bedience. T h i s does n o t mean however t h a t h e r s i n s were f o r g i v e n , 
t h a t h e r n a t u r e was i n c o r r u p t e d o r even immaculate c o n c e i v e d , b u t 
shows h e r p u r i t y , w h i c h i s d e s c r i b e d t h r o u g h t h e term ' E v e r - V i r g i n ' . 
We have t o remember t h a t p u r i t y does n o t r e f e r t o n a t u r e , b u t t o man's 
w i l l . Man i s a b l e t o r e s t o r e h i s w i l l by h i s own e f f o r t s a s s i s t e d by 
t h e d i v i n e g r a c e . B ut he has t h e t a s k t o t a k e t h e f i r s t s t e p , use h i s 
freedom t o ascend t o w a r d God. "Yet, h e r p e r s o n a l p u r i t y was p o s s i b l e 
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even i n an unredeemed w o r l d " „ n o t j u s t p o s s i b l e , b u t n e c e s s a r y , 
because God n e v e r a c t s w i t h man w i t h o u t man's c o o p e r a t i o n . H a v i n g 
expounded t h e s y n e r g y between God and man we w i l l now ask o f what 
k i n d t h e a c t s a r e , by means o f w h i c h man has t o c o o p e r a t e w i t h t h e 
d i v i n e e n e r g i e s i n o r d e r t o h e a l h i s w i l l . 
2. Man's a s c e t i c achievements 
F l o r o v s k y i s n o t v e r y e x p l i c i t about t h e " c o n s t r u c t i v e a c t s " man has 
t o do i n o r d e r t o r e a l i z e h i m s e l f . T h i s however i s l o g i c a l because 
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man "does n o t r e a l i z e h i m s e l f m e r e l y o u t o f h i m s e l f . Because t h e 
g o a l l i e s beyond n a t u r e , i t i s an i n v i t a t i o n t o a l i v i n g and f r e e 
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e n c o u n t e r and u n i o n w i t h God" . Thus t h e a c t s o f e v e r y man are 
d i f f e r e n t f r o m each o t h e r . They cannot be g e n e r a l i z e d because God 
p r e d e s t i n e d each person i n a s p e c i a l way, t h u s t h e i r e n c o u n t e r w i l l 
be u n i q u e . B u t n e v e r t h e l e s s , something can be s a i d a bout man's 
a c t i o n , a b out h i s f r e e and v o l u n t a r y a s c e n t t o w a r d God, w h i c h i s 
a b s o l u t e l y n e c e s s a r y f o r t h e s a l v a r t i o n o f h i s w i l l . Everyone i s 
asked t o f o l l o w God and t h i s was p o s s i b l e and n e c e s s a r y even i n t h e 
unredeemed w o r l d . Thus r e p e n t a n c e i s t h e f i r s t o f a l l a c t s o f man. 
T h i s means a r a d i c a l change o f man's l i f e . "Each one must p e r s o n a l l y 
and f r e e l y a s s o c i a t e h i m s e l f w i t h C h r i s t , t h e L o r d , t h e S a v i o u r , t h e 
Redeemer, i n t h e c o n f e s s i o n o f f a i t h , i n t h e c h o i c e o f l o v e , i n t h e 
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m y s t i c a l o a t h o f a l l e g i a n c e " . We a l r e a d y d i s c u s s e d t h e one s i d e o f 
man's r e l a t i o n s h i p t o God: freedom. The o t h e r one i s a s c e t i c i s m . 
Because God does n o t f o r c e h i s grace upon man, he has t o approach God 
o u t o f h i s own c r e a t i v e mind, he has t o do a s c e t i c a c t s . B ut these 
a c t s must n o t be u n d e r s t o o d as a new law, t h e y a r e done f r e e l y , 
m o t i v a t e d by l o v e . Thus t h e m y s t e r y o f freedom i n t h e syn e r g y between 
God and man c o i n c i d e s w i t h t h e a s c e t i c i s m o f man: God g r a n t s 
f reedom t o man because o f h i s l o v e and man ascends towards God m o t i v a t e d 
by h i s l o v e . Thus i n t h e end freedom and a s c e t i c i s m a r e n o t h i n g b u t 
l o v e . Man's a s c e n t t o God must be m o t i v a t e d by l o v e and t h u s i s f r e e . 
P r e c i s e l y t h i s was t h e p u r i t y Mary a c h i e v e d . The t i t l e 'Ever-
V i r g i n ' does n o t j u s t r e f e r t o a p h y s i c a l s t a t e , b u t i s t h e outward 
s i g n f o r a s p i r i t u a l and i n n e r a t t i t u d e . Mary was f r e e f r o m p a s s i o n s , 
had reached t h e s t a t e o f diT* Jyi4 . Thus h e r i n n e r m o s t was governed 
by God's w i l l , she d e d i c a t e d h e r s e l f c o m p l e t e l y t o God. T h i s 
p e r s o n a l p u r i t y , w h i c h •could have been a c h i e v e d by anybody, i s s a f e -
guarded by t h e work o f God's g r a c e , who a c t s i n syn e r g y w i t h man's 
s e l f - d e d i c a t i o n t o God. B u t t h i s does n o t mean p e r f e c t i o n y e t . Mary 
and everyone e l s e i s s t i l l l i a b l e t o t e m p t a t i o n . B ut t e m p t a t i o n s had 
t o be and were overcome by h e r p e r s o n a l p u r i t y , by h e r e f f o r t s . Thus 
one has t o d e f e n d o n e s e l f against "any ' e r o t i c i n v o l v e m e n t , any 
s e n s u a l o r s e l f i s h d e s i r e s o r p a s s i o n s , any d i s s i p a t i o n o f t h e h e a r t 
and mind" . P l o r o v s k y does n o t go i n t o any d e t a i l b u t l e a v e s t h i s 
a l l i n i t s g e n e r a l sense. He i s c a r e f u l i n s t r e s s i n g t h a t t h i s s h o u l d 
n o t be u n d e r s t o o d as a new code f o r m o r a l i t y : " A s c e s i s does n o t 
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c o n s i s t o f p r o h i b i t i o n s . I t i s an a c t i v i t y , a ' w o r k i n g o u t ' o f one's 
s e l f . I t i s dynamic" . Thus we cannot t a l k about these a c t s i n an 
a b s t r a c t way. They e x i s t o n l y when t h e y a r e e nacted. Love i s o n l y 
r e a l when i t i s e x p e r i e n c e d , b u t words cannot grasp t h e f u l l n e s s o f 
t h e phenomenon o f l o v e . And because a s c e t i c i s m i s m o t i v a t e d by l o v e 
and i n t h e end n o t h i n g b u t l o v e , i t c a n n o t be c o n t a i n e d o r d e s c r i b e d 
i n words. On t h e o t h e r hand t h e t a s k o f a s c e t i c i s m " i s i n f i n i t e 
because t h e p a t t e r n o f p e r f e c t i o n i s i n f i n i t e , God s p e r f e c t i o n " " . 
Thus a s c e t i c i s m i s always a n t i n o m i c a l : Though i t s t a r t s w i t h t o t a l 
obedience and humble d e v o t i o n t o God, w i t h s e l f - r e n u n c i a t i o n and s e l f -
1 i m i t a t i o n i t l e a d s t o and a c h i e v e s a t t h e same moment c r e a t i v e 
freedom, w h c i h overcomes s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n , abandons a l l p a r t i a l i t y , 
because o f t h e s u r r e n d e r t o God. Only t h r o u g h and i n h u m i l i t y man 
can f i n d complete freedom. " H u m i l i t y i s n o t m e r e l y t h e p r e c e d e n t , i t 
i s t h e a c t u a l f o r c e o f freedom. A s c e t i c r e n u n c i a t i o n i s an o p e n i n g o f 
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t h e s p i r i t , i t s r e l e a s e " . Freedom i s r e a l i z e d i n t h i s h u m i l i t y w h i c h 
seeks God, because i n a s c e n d i n g t o w a r d s God i n l o v e and obedience man 
f u l f i l s what he i s c r e a t e d f o r and t h u s r e a l i z e s h i s freedom, t h e 
power o f w h i c h i s h i s image o f God. Because t h i s image, w h i c h was 
over^powered by t h e p a s s i o n s , i s f r e e d t h r o u g h t h e a s c e t i c a c h i e v e -
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ments o f man ( t o a c e r t a i n e x t e n t ) , F l o r o v s k y speaks o f man 
" w o r k i n g o u t h i m s e l f " , i . e . what i s i n h e r e n t i n man's n a t u r e . 
F l o r o v s k y a d m i t s however t h a t t h i s i s a d i f f i c u l t t a s k f o r man. 
'There i s a p r o b l em t o s o l v e " and " a s c e t i c i s m does n o t always l e a d t o 
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c r e a t i v i t y " , i . e . t o freedom, " i t i s h a r d i n d e e d , f o r a f l e s h l y man, 
t o e n t e r i n t o t h e s p i r i t o f t h i s Love D i v i n e , w h i c h extends i t s r a y s 
t o s i n n e r s , and p u b l i c a n s and a d u l t e r e r s ( i . e . t h e image o f God), and 
11 ^ 
i s r e a d y t o s u f f e r d e a t h f o r t h e i r sake, w h i l e t h e y a r e enemies o f God 
A c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y man t e s t i f i e s h i s freedom i n t h a n k f u l n e s s . 
H i s freedom i s now used i n a p r o p e r way, i . e . i t i s d i r e c t e d towards 
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God, i n c o n s t a n t t h a n k s g i v i n g . T h i s t h a n k f u l n e s s f o r God's l o v i n g 
g r a c e has t o be e x p r e s s e d n o t j u s t i n words, b u t i n deeds o f c h a r i t y . 
A g a i n F l o r o v s k y g i v e s o n l y a v e r y g e n e r a l o u t l i n e o f t h e c h a r a c t e r 
o f t h e s e deeds when he r e f e r s t o I s a a c o f S y r i a , who d e f i n e d p u r i t y 
3Q 
as "a h e a r t w h i c h i s m e r c i f u l t o e v e r y c r e a t e d b e i n g " ' , w h i c h i s 
e x p r e s s e d f i r s t o f a l l i n p r a y e r and t h e n i n a c t i v e c a r e . Consequently 
" t h e u l t i m a t e purpose o f C h r i s t i a n t r a i n i n g - and C h r i s t H i m s e l f i s t h e 
40 
supreme ' i n s t r u c t o r ' ( t h e paidagogus ) o f human s o u l s - i s p r e c i s e l y 
t o d e v e l o p t h i s p r a y e r f u l and g r a t e f u l d i s p o s i t i o n , thJ::, h a b i t o f 
4 l 
c o n s t a n t t h a n k s g i v i n g " 
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The d e s c r i p t i o n o f C h r i s t as " t h e supreme ' i n s t r u c t o r ' " g i v e s 
a h i n t how F. o r o v s k y c o n c e i v e s o f t h i s w o r k i n g o u t o f o n e s e l f . 
Though F l o r o v s k y does n o t d e a l w i t h t h i s p roblem i n any d e t a i l he 
m i g h t presuppose t h e p r e a c h i n g o f t h e word o f C h r i s t . Thus ife w o u l d 
be t h e p r e a c h i n g o f t h e w o r l d o f God w h i c h f r e e s man and enab l e s him 
t o ascend t o God. On t h e o t h e r hand one m i g h t i n t e r p r e t t h i s 
s entence w i t h a s p e c i a l emphasis on t h e words 'human s o u l s ' . Consequentl 
C h r i s t w o u l d be " t h e supreme ' i n s t r u c t o r ' " , because h i s image i s 
r e f l e c t e d i n t h e human s o u l , f o r t h e s o u l i s t h e s e a t of t h e imago 
d e i i n man. Thus man w o u l d be i n s t r u c t e d by h i s i n n a t e c a p a c i t i e s . 
B o t h i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s s h o u l d n o t be u n d e r s t o o d as a l t e r n a t i v e s b u t 
complementary t o each o t h e r . B o t h , t h e p r e a c h i n g o f t h e word o f God 
and man's i n n a t e c a p a c i t y t o know God, enable man t o d e v e l o p " t h i s 
h a b i t o f c o n s t a n t t h a n k s g i v i n g " . T h i s i s p r o b a b l y what F l o r o v s k y 
wants t o say, though we must n o t e , t h a t F l o r o v s k y t a k e s t h e p r e a c h i n g 
o f t h e wor^d o f God f o r g r a n t e d and does n o t d e v e l o p a s p e c i a l 
d o c t r i n e about t h i s i m p o r t a n t m a t t e r . 
One q u e s t i o n however remains and we have mentioned i t a l r e a d y : 
I s God's grace g r a n t e d t o man a c c o r d i n g t o man's a s c e t i c achievements, 
t o h i s e f f o r t s ? Thus, does man have a r i g h t t o r e c e i v e God's grace 
because o f h i s m e r i t s ? The l a t t e r q u e s t i o n i s n o t c o r r e c t , because 
man does n o t a c t i n d e p e n d e n t l y o f God b u t i n s y n e r g y , though t h e two 
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i n v o l v e d w i l l s r e m a i n f r e e t h r o u g h o u t . Co n s e q u e n t l y God's grace i s 
a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y always a f r e e g i f t , b u t a t t h e same t i m e i t i s 
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a r e w a r d f o r man's e f f o r t s , f o r t h e degree o f h i s s e l f - d e d i c a t i o n 
t o God. T h i s however l e a d s a g a i n t o t h e c r i t i c a l q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r God 
can be i n f l u e n c e d o r t a k e n by s u r p r i s e by man's achievements, t h u s t o 
t h e problem o f how freedom and p r e d e s t i n a t i o n a re r e l a t e d t o each o t h e r . 
3. Union o f God and man: t h e o s i s 
The term i?tsj£ij sounds r a t h e r o f f e n s i v e i n w e s t e r n and modern e a r s . 
I t i s h a r d t o t r a n s l a t e i t i n an a p p r o p r i a t e way, f o r t h e term 
' d e i f i c a t i o n ' d e n o t e d i n Greek p h i l o s o p h y o f r e l i g i o n t h e pr o c e s s o f 
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men becoming gods, f o r example, emperors were w o r s h i p p e d as gods 
T h i s however i s n o t a t a l l i n t e n d e d by t h e e a s t e r n d o c t r i n e o f <§t\jciy 
I t must be n o t e d f i r s t o f a l l t h a t t h i s d o c t r i n e d e r i v e s f r o m 
C h r i s t o l o g y and i s summoned up i n t h e o l d sentence: God made h i m s e l f 
5^ 
man m o r d e r t h a t man m i g h t become God . I n and t h r o u g h C h r i s t i t 
i s g r a n t e d t o a l l men t o become l i k e God, he opened t h e way f o r men t o 
become "sons o f God", th o u g h always r e m a i n i n g a c r e a t u r e . Thus t h e 
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term t h e o s i s d enotes b o t h t h e u l t i m a t e g o a l and t h e l i m i t o f 
c r e a t u r e l y e x i s t e n c e . Man's s t r i v i n g f o r God f i n d s i t s g o a l i n t h e 
" p a r t a k i n g i n t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e " (2 P e t r . 1,4), i . e . i n an i n t i m a t e 
s h a r i n g i n t h e d i v i n e l i f e . I t i s a t once t h e l i m i t o f c r e a t u r e l y 
e x i s t e n c e i n so f a r as man always remains a c r e a t u r e and God always 
remains h i s c r e a t o r . C o n s e q u e n t l y man's'becoming God" r e f e r s n o t t o 
man's b e i n g , t o man's n a t u r e , b u t t o h i s p e r s o n . The d i s t i n c t i o n 
between C ^ L U I ^ and i*rrff«T**i^ 0 n t h e s i d e o f t h e c r e a t u r e , and t h e 
d i s t i n c t i o n between 00c LA. fv T J I C J W vTToc.TA.cf and ( i / t ^ ( L i on 
t h e s i d e o f God has t o be k e p t and s t r i c t l y observed. For i n t h e 
p r o c e s s o f t h e o s i s man p a r t a k e s i n t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s , b u t never i n 
t h e d i v i n e b e i n g , i . e . i n h i s i n n e r t r i n i t a r i a n l i f e . Would man 
p a r t a k e i n t h e d i v i n e b e i n g , t h e n c r e a t u r e s w o u l d be p a r t o f t h e 
T r i n i t y . T h i s however i s sa f e g u a r d e d and h i n d e r e d by t h e d i s t i n c t i o n 
between t h e b e i n g and t h e e n e r g i e s o f God. Man p a r t a k e s i n t h e 
d i v i n e e n e r g i e s n o t Kdl' o&ci*v b u t KATi ^ t l o u o \ s . The grace o f 
God however i s n o t - as t h e Roman C a t h o l i c d o c t r i n e a s s e r t s - j u s t a 
g i f t o r even c r e a t e d , b u t God h i m s e l f . " P h y s i s remains a c a t e g o r y o f 
d i s t i n c t i o n between God and man .... C h a r i s remains r e l a t i o n a l -
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p e r s o n a l n o t i o n , c o n j o i n i n g p e r s o n a l l y God and man" 
By h i s a s c e t i c achievements man ascends tow a r d s God, t r i e s t o 
conform t o t h e d i v i n e p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s , t h e d i v i n e c a l l . Because t h i s 
a s c e n t happens o n l y i n a s i m u l t a n e o u s s y n e r g y between man and God 
"any such r e a l i z a t i o n o f one's s e l f i s a r u p t u r e - a l e a p f r o m t h e 
p l a n e o f n a t u r e o n t o t h e p l a n e o f g r a c e , because t h i s r e a l i z a t i o n i s 
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t h e a c q u i s i t i o n o f t h e S p i r i t , i s p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n God" . Man 
" l e a v e s " , as i t were, h i s n a t u r a l s t a t e t o r e a c h o u t i n t o t h e 
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t r a n s c e n d e n t , t o conform t o h i s " t r a n s c e n d e n t e n t e l e c h y " . T h i s 
however does n o t mean t h a t man's n a t u r e i s changed i n substance. Man 
f u l f i l s what he i s c r e a t e d f o r : he r e l a t e s t o God p e r s o n a l l y , b u t he 
49 „ 
remains a c r e a t u r e and no t r a n s - s u b s t a n t i a t i o n t a k e s p l a c e . The 
te r m t h e o s i s i s i n d e e d q u i t e e m b a r r a s s i n g , i f we w o u l d t h i n k i n 
' o n t o l o g i c a l 1 c a t e g o r i e s " " ^ . Thus t h e o s i s means a " p e r s o n a l e n c o u n t e r 
I t i s t h a t i n t i m a t e i n t e r c o u r s e o f man and God, i n w h i c h t h e whole 
51 
o f human e x i s t e n c e i s , as i t were permeated by t h e D i v i n e p r e s e n c e " 
Man's e f f o r t s o f s t r i v i n g f o r God's p r e d e s t i n a t i o n a r e met by a 
condescension o f d i v i n e g r ace. Thus i t i s n o t h i n g b u t l o g i c a l t h a t 
S. Maximus i d e n t i f i e s t h e grace o f p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , and t h i s i s in d e e d 
52 
a grace and n o t so m e t h i n g a b s t r a c t , w i t h t h e d e i f y i n g grace . B o t h 
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a r e t h e same d i v i n e energy, i n w h i c h man p a r t a k e s , though h i s 
n a t u r e does n o t change i n substance d u r i n g t h i s p r o c e s s . 
I t has t o be mentioned t h a t t h i s e nergy i s a p p r o p r i a t e d t o 
th e H o l y S p i r i t . The p a r t a k i n g i n t h e d i v i n e energy i s " t h e 
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a c q u i s i t i o n o f t h e S p i r i t " . " A l l are c a l l e d t o h o l i n e s s , t o t h e 
a c q u i r i n g o f t h e S p i r i t .... The g i f t o f f a i t h , and t h e g i f t o f 
p r a y e r , and t h e g i f t o f l o v e a re g i v e n by t h e H o l y Ghost .... I t 
i s b e i n g i n t h e S p i r i t , u n i t y w i t h God, p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n l i f e " , 
because God i s l i f e . T h i s however means t h a t t h e d e i f y i n g grace i s 
a p p r o p r i a t e d t o t h e wo r k s , t o t h e a c t i v i t y o f ,the H o l y S p i r i t , b u t 
th e d o g m a t i c p r i n c i p l e 'opera t r i n i t a t i s ad e x t r a s u n t i n d i v i s a ' 
r e m a i n s c o r r e c t : The e n e r g i e s p r o c e e d as we have seen, f r o m t h e 
t r i u n e b e i n g o f God. Thus man p a r t a k e s i n t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s w h i c h 
ar e common t o a l l t h r e e p e r s o n s o f t h e T r i n i t y , b u t n o t i n t h e t h i r d 
h y p o s t a s i s . 
" I n i t s e f f o r t s t o a c q u i r e t h e S p i r i t , t h e human hy p o s t a s e s 
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becomes a v e h i c l e and v e s s e l o f g r a c e " . T h i s sums up t h e p r o c e s s 
o f t h e o s i s , Man s t r i v e s f r e e l y t owards God and a c c o r d i n g t o t h e 
measure o f e f f o r t s t h e d i v i n e g r a c e d w e l l s i n him. T a k i n g up t h e 
p i c t u r e o f man as a v e s s e l f o r g r a c e we have t o conclude t h a t t h e r e 
a r e d i f f e r e n t degrees o f s a n c t i f i c a t i o n among mankind. God "comes 
t o d w e l l n o t as He i s i n H i m s e l f , because He i s i n c o n t a i n a b l e by any 
c r e a t u r e - b u t a c c o r d i n g t o t h e measure o f t h e c a p a c i t y and 
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r e c e p t i v i t y o f man" . We a l r e a d y s t a t e d below t h a t P l o r o v s k y 
c o n c e i v e s o f t h e s i n f u l men as e n t r a p p e d by p a s s i o n s t o d i f f e r e n t 
measures and degrees. Thus i t i s dependent on man's f r e e a c t i v i t y , 
on t h e use o f h i s freedom how much he f a l l s i n t o s i n o r t o what e x t e n t 
he a c q u i r e s t h e S p i r i t . There i s no s i m p l e e i t h e r good o r bad, b u t 
d i f f e r e n t degrees i n f a l l e n n e s s o r s a i n t l i n e s s o f man. The re a s o n f o r 
t h i s i s t h e dynamic u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f e v i l and l o v e as p e r s o n a l 
a c t i v i t i e s . B o t h a re i n s a t i a b l e , man e i t h e r f a l l s i n t o even deeper 
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s t a t e s o f c o r r u p t i o n o r c l i m b s up " t h e u n i n t e r r u p t e d way o f a s c e n s i o n " . 
The f i n a l g o a l o f man's e x i s t e n c e i s common t o a l l , b u t " t h e r e a r e 
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d i f f e r e n t degrees i n i t s f u l f i l l m e n t " . 
The means o f a c q u i r i n g t h e S p i r i t m i g h t be d i f f e r e n t among men, 
b u t i n t h e end these a s c e t i c works a r e n o t d e c i s i v e f o r man's t h e o s i s 
e v e r y t h i n g depends on t h e degree o f h i s l o v e , w h i c h becomes m a n i f e s t 
i n works. The i n n e r m o t i v a t i o n i s i m p o r t a n t , n o t t h e works i n them-
s e l v e s . Because " t h e s o u l and t h e whole n a t u r e o f man i s s a n c t i f i e d , 
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n o t by t h e power o f w o r k s , b u t by t h e power o f Grace . Thus man 
i s s a n c t i f i e d s o l a g r a t i a i n t h e sense ' o n l y t h r o u g h g r a c e ' , b u t 
the n e c e s s a r y p r e s u p p o s i t i o n i s h i s i n n e r m o t i v a t i o n , h i s l o v e and 
d e v o t i o n f o r God, w h i c h expresses i t s e l f i n works. But he g a i n s 
grace o n l y a c c o r d i n g t o t h e degree o f h i s l o v e - t h i s , however, a t 
once, f o r God and man a c t t o g e t h e r i n synergy. The s o l a g r a t i a i n 
t h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g does n o t mean t h a t God a c t s u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y . 
Because o f F l o r o v s k y ' s i n s i s t e n c e on man's freedom he cannot 
c o n c e i v e o f God a c t i n g s o l a g r a t i a i n t h e sense r e f o r m e d t h e o l o g i a n s 
use i t - w i t h man, i . e . as a c r e a t i o ex n i h i l q . 
We have t o c o n s i d e r one f u r t h e r p r o b l e m , w h i c h m i g h t emerge 
f r o m t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f a q u a n t i f i e d g r a ce. I s t h e u n i t y o f t h e 
members o f t h e c h u r c h i n danger, i f one c o n c e i v e s o f d i f f e r e n t 
d e g rees o f s a i n t l i n e s s ? Though C h r i s t i a n s " t h r o u g h u n i t i n g w i t h 
C h r i s t ( i n b a p t i s m ) .... u n i t e l i k e w i s e w i t h each o t h e r i n a most 
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s i n c e r e c o n c o r d o f l o v e " „ so t h a t " i n t h i s g r e a t u n i t y a l l 
e m p i r i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n s and b a r r i e r s a r e done away w i t h " 6 1 , t h e 
d i s u n i t y o f pe r s o n s remains because o f d i f f e r e n t degrees i n s a i n t l i n e s s . 
The u n i t y i n C h r i s t r e f e r s t o t h e n a t u r e o f men, w h i c h i s r e s t o r e d f o r 
everybody i n b a p t i s m , b u t t h e u n i t y i n persons does n o t e x i s t , n o t 
even i n t h e ch u r c h . B u t i s n ' t t h e c h u r c h u n i f i e d because a l l i t s 
members a r e b a p t i z e d i n t o one S p i r i t ( l Cor 12,13)? Or i n t h e words 
o f F l o r o v s k y : "The essence o f t h e c h u r c h i s i n i t s u n i t y , f o r t h e 
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c h u r c h i s t h e Mansion o f t h e One S p i r i t " . There i s a n o t h e r antimony 
h e r e . C h r i s t i a n s a r e u n i f i e d i n t h e c h u r c h t h r o u g h t h e one S p i r i t , 
w h i c h i s t h e S p i r i t o f God f o r a l l o f them. B u t t h e y a r e i n d i s u n i t y 
t o t h e degree o f t h e a c q u i s i t i o n o f t h e S p i r i t . T h i s d i s u n i t y w i l l 
be overcome i n t h e l a s t judgement. Then those who w i l l be saved w i l l 
a t t a i n t h e c o m p l e t i o n o f " t h i s m y s t e r i o u s , and t e r r i f y i n g , and 
unspeakable d o u b l e - n a t u r e d n e s s f o r t h e sake o f w h i c h t h e w o r l d was 
made" 6 3. 
To a c h i e v e t h i s " d o u b l e - n a t u r e d n e s s " i s t h e u l t i m a t e purpose o f 
man's e x i s t e n c e . He w i l l be c o m p l e t e l y i n t e r - p e n e t r a t e d by t h e d i v i n e 
e n e r g i e s , t h o u g h t h e c r e a t e d and t h e d i v i n e do n o t mix, b u t remain 
d i s t i n c t as i t i s c l e a r l y s t a t e d i n t h e f o u r n e g a t i v e adverbs o f t h e 
Ch a l c e d o n i a n f o r m u l a . 'Man was c r e a t e d t o become l i k e God' t h e r e f o r e 
means p r e c i s e l y t o become l i k e C h r i s t , n o t to, become C h r i s t . For 
C h r i s t i s God by n a t u r e , man however are gods by grace. "The 
s a l v a t i o n o f t h o s e who are saved (!) i s a c c o m p l i s h e d by grace and n o t 
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by n a t u r e " ^ . God saved man's n a t u r e i n C h r i s t , b u t man's w i l l was 
s t i l l t o be saved and t h i s o n l y i n t h e syn e r g y between man and God's 
gra c e . T h i s however l e a d s us t o a n o t h e r d i f f e r e n c e between C h r i s t 
and man: " I n C h r i s t t h e e n t i r e f u l n e s s o f t h e Godhead d w e l t b o d i l y 
( C o l 3J9) a c c o r d i n g t o essence, i n u s , on t h e c o n t r a r y , t h e r e i s n o t 
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(!) t h e f u l n e s s o f t h e Godhead a c c o r d i n g t o g r a c e " b u t j u s t a c c o r d i n g 
t o t h e measure o f man's c a p a c i t y , w h i c h v a r i e s i n d i v i d u a l l y . Man's 
d o u b l e - n a t u r e d n e s s c o n s i s t s i n h i s p a r t a k i n g i n t h e d i v i n e grace-
C h r i s t ' s d o u b l e - n a t u r e d n e s s c o n s i s t s i n h i s assuming human n a t u r e , 
t h o u g h b e i n g d i v i n e by n a t u r e . Thus man's d o u b l e - n a t u r e d n e s s i s one 
a c c o r d i n g t o g r a c e , C h r i s t ' s one a c c o r d i n g t o n a t u r e . I n b o t h cases 
however, t h e two elements a r e u n i t e d t h r o u g h t h e h y p o s t a s i s . There 
i s a s o r t o f " h y p o s t a t i c " u n i o n w h i c h man a t t a i n s t h r o u g h d e i f i c a t i o n , 
t h o u g h t h e term ' h y p o s t a t i c ' i s i n a d e q u a t e h e r e . C h r i s t u n i t e d t h e 
human n a t u r e and t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e h y p o s t a t i c a l l y . Man u n i t e s -
a s s i s t e d by God - h i s n a t u r e w i t h t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s , t h u s i t i s a 
u n i o n by and i n g r a c e , b u t n o t a s u b s t a n t i a l u n i o n , t o be u n d e r s t o o d 
i n o n t o l o g i c a l t e r m s ^ . D e s p i t e these d i f f e r e n c e s i t i s ob v i o u s t h a t 
t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e o s i s has i t s r o o t s i n C h r i s t o l o g y . 
"By t h e h y p o s t a t i c I n c a r n a t i o n o f t h e Word t h e way o f t h e a s c e n t 
i s re-opened f o r t h e redeemed (!) humanity. F or men are g i v e n ( a g a i n ) 
f r y 
t h e power t o become t h e sons o f God (Joh 1,12)" . Though F l o r o v s k y 
p u t s t h e 'ag a i n ' i n b r a c k e t s i t e x p l a i n s what t h e o s i s i s about. Man 
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was c r e a t e d i n o r d e r t o u n i t e w i t h God : " L i f e i n God. For t h i s 
purpose God i n h i s p r e - e t e r n a l c o u n c i l has c r e a t e d man"^. Thus Adam 
had t h e t a s k t o u n i t e w i t h God, "he has t o over^grow and overcome 
h i m s e l f . Man can o n l y r e a l i z e h i m s e l f by s u r m o u n t i n g h i s own 
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' n a t u r a l ' l i m i t s .... by m o u n t i n g beyond h i s own n a t u r e " , t h u s he 
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had t o c r e a t e h i m s e l f . B u t Adam f a i l e d i n d o i n g so. He d i d n o t f u l f i l t h e t a s k and c o n s e q u e n t l y became c o r r u p t e d and a c t u a l i z e d h i s 
c a p a b i l i t y o f m o r t a l i t y . The chance o f p e r f e c t i o n , o f u n i o n w i t h 
God, o f becoming God, t h u s o f g a i n i n g i m m o r t a l i t y and i n c o r r u p t i b i l i t y 
by grace was gone. And because a l l men g e n e r a t e f r o m Adam t h e r e was 
no p o s s i b i l i t y t o r e g a i n t h i s chance. Even Mary's p u r i t y was j u s t a 
p u r i t y o f w i l l b u t she c o u l d n o t overcome h e r c o r r u p t e d n a t u r e , t h u s 
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c o u l d n o t r e a c h a p e r f e c t u n i o n w i t h God . Thus " t r u e a s c e t i c i s m i s 
i n s p i r e d by t h e t a s k o f t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n and a r e i n s t a t e m e n t o f t h e 
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w o r l d i n i t s o r i g i n a l l y c r e a t e d b e a u t y , f r o m w h i c h i t f e l l i n t o s i n " . 
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T h i s presupposes however t h a t t h e way t o a r e a l u n i o n w i t h God has 
been reopened, w h i c h c o u l d be done o n l y by God. "Wit h t h e 
I n c a r n a t i o n o f t h e Word t h e f i r s t f r u i t o f human n a t u r e i s 
u n a l t e r a b l y g r a f t e d i n t o t h e D i v i n e l i f e , and hence t o a l l c r e a t u r e s 
t h e way t o communion w i t h t h i s l i f e i s open, t h e way o f a d o p t i o n by 
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God " . Co n s e q u e n t l y C h r i s t i s a t once t h e one who makes t h e o s i s 
p o s s i b l e a g a i n and t h e e t e r n a l example f o r man's d e i f i c a t i o n . 
The a s c e t i c l i f e o b t a i n s i t s f o u n d a t i o n and v i n d i c a t i o n i n t h e 
I d e a l o f a p e r s o n a l u n i o n i n t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s o r as t h e a n c i e n t 
a s c e t i c s used t o say i n " t h e i d e a l o f t h e m y s t e r i o u s m a r r i a g e o f t h e 
s o u l s w i t h C h r i s t " ^ . T h i s has become p o s s i b l e a g a i n t h r o u g h t h e 
work o f C h r i s t , t h u s f o r t h e redeemed humanity. " i t s e t e r n a l 
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p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , t o become t h e v e s s e l o f grace D i v i n e " has been 
reopened t h r o u g h C h r i s t ' s s a v i n g o f t h e human n a t u r e . "Since 
t h e r e f o r e , n a t u r e c a n n o t save i t s e l f b u t i s e n t i r e l y dependent upon 
t h e I n c a r n a t i o n f o r i t s s a l v a t i o n , t h e t h r e a t o f p e l a g i a n i s m , w h i c h 
ryQ 
L u t h e r and t h e R e f o r m a t i o n f e a r e d so much, i s no l o n g e r t h e r e " . 
T h i s i s c e r t a i n l y c o r r e c t i f one a p p l i e s i t o n l y t o man's n a t u r e , 
w h i c h Thunberg does n o t do. B u t even a f t e r t h e i n c a r n a t i o n and t h e 
s a l v a t i o n o f man's n a t u r e man has t h e t a s k t o ascend t o God i n o r d e r 
t o save h i s w i l l . T h i s a c t i v i t y i s a b s o l u t e l y n e c e s s a r y f o r h i s 
s a l v a t i o n . God ca n n o t save man w i t h o u t h i s c o o p e r a t i o n . T h i s i s t h e 
Orthodox d o c t r i n e a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y . L u t h e r however c o n c e i v e d 
o f t h e e n t i r e b e i n g o f man as saved s o l o C h r i s t o and t h e r e f o r e s o l a 
g r a t i a , s o l o v e r b o and s o l a f i d e . 
A c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y h i s t o r y i s v e r y i m p o r t a n t f o r t h e o l o g y . 
We saw . i n t h e b e g i n n i n g t h a t he s t r e s s e s i n d i v i d u a l i t y and h i s t o r y . 
The r eason f o r h i s emphasis on t h e i n d i v i d u a l i t y , i . e . t h e p e r s o n a l 
a s p e c t o f man has become c l e a r now: man has t o work o u t h i m s e l f , f i n d 
h i s d e s t i n y and ascend t o i t . And t h i s i s a s t e a d y p r o c e s s , t h u s 
t a k e s p l a c e i n h i s t a y . H i s t o r y i s t h e o n l y p l a c e where man's f i n a l 
s a l v a t i o n , his t h e o s i s can happen. T h e r e f o r e F l o r o v s k y s t r e s s e d and 
v a l i d a t e d h i s t o r y f r o m t h e b e g i n n i n g . Man has t h e t a s k w h e t h e r he 
j u s t wants t o e x i s t o r w h e t h e r he wants t o l i v e . A c c o r d i n g t o 
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A u g u s t i n however l i f e and e x i s t e n c e a r e n o t , t h e same , t h u s man has 
t o choose between t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e . H i s t o r y i s t h e p l a c e f o r human 
a c t i v i t y , t o be more p r e c i s e , f o r human c r e a t i v i t y , f o r man has t h e 
t a s k t o c r e a t e h i m s e l f . Thus " t h e meaning o f h i s t o r y c o n s i s t s i n t h i s 
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t h a t the freedom of c r e a t i o n should respond by accepting the pre-
temporal counsel of God, t h a t i t should respond both i n word and 
80 
i n deed" . Therefore h i s t o r y i s not j u s t a sequence of time 
passing by meaningless, but the place f o r the s a l v a t i o n of men 
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and t h e r e f o r e i n the end h i s t o r y of s a l v a t i o n . God as w e l l as 
men act i n h i s t o r y t o b r i n g about man's s a l v a t i o n and they act 
together i n synergy, which i s necessary, because God granted man 
freedom. "Because i t pleased God to save c r e a t i o n not by compulsion 
but by freedom alone (!) .... the process of ascent t o God must (!) 
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be accomplished by her own powers - w i t h God's,help, t o be sure (! )" 
This l a s t " t o be sure" shows again where Plorovsky's emphasis l i e s : 
man's freedom. Though we have shown t h a t God's grace i s ab s o l u t e l y 
necessary f o r the s a l v a t i o n of man i n Plorovsky's concept, he 
stresses man's freedom f a r more than the d i v i n e grace. 
Man i s asked t o use h i s freedom, so t h a t "'Eschatological 
treasures' are .... c o l l e c t e d even i n t h i s l i f e . Otherwise t h i s l i f e 
i s f r u s t r a t e d " . Thus h i s t o r y i s a "sacred process" , the 
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C h r i s t i a n bound t o h i s t o r y . On the other hand i n t h i s l i f e i n 
h i s t o r y , where e s c h a t o l o g i c a l treasures are already c o l l e c t e d , man i s 
beyond h i s t o r y . He expects the consummation of time and i s t h e r e f o r e 
never absorbed i n h i s t o r y . Because of t h i s process of d e i f i c a t i o n 
man i s on the one hand i n h i s t o r y and uses h i s time f o r h i s ascent t o 
God, but on the other hand he i s already "out of time," because he 
dedicated himself completely t o God, loses himself and i s even 
f o r g e t t i n g himself i n h i s love f o r God^. And due t o t h i s process 
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which takes place i n the church "time i s mysteriously overcome" 
Man l i v e s i n God and thus already i n the r e a l i z e d hope of the f i n a l 
consummation of h i s t o r y , of overcoming the l i m i t a t i o n s of the sequence 
of time. D e i f i e d men "have t o transcend h i s t o r y f o r the sake of t h a t 
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'which cannot be contained i n e a r t h l y shores'" . . 
4. Conclusions 
For Plorovsky man i s c a l l e d by the d i v i n e grace t o r a i s e up t o God, t o 
u n i t e w i t h the d i v i n e energies. This requires man's f r e e cooperation. 
The synergy between man and God i s necessary f o r the s a l v a t i o n of man. 
He must respond t o the d i v i n e c a l l s of p r e d e s t i n a t i o n through ascetic 
achievements. He has t o p u r i f y h i s gnomic w i l l through obedient love 
f o r h i s c r e a t o r , which i s n e c e s s a r i l y expressed i n works. These 
e f f o r t s of man are crowned by God's grace to the degree man t r i e d t o 
ascend t o God. Thus the synergy between man and God happens 
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simultaneously, and not i n the way t h a t f i r s t man works f o r some 
m e r i t s and i s then granted grace as a reward according to h i s 
achievements. "Theosis describes man's involvement i n such a 
mighty a c t of God upon him t h a t he i s ra i s e d up t o f i n d the tr u e 
centre of h i s existence not i n himself but i n Holy God, where he l i v e s 
and moves and has h i s being i n the uncreated but c r e a t i v e energy of 
QQ 
the Holy S p i r i t " . Theosis i s the goal of the C h r i s t i a n existence, 
the aim f o r which God created man. But i t must not be understood i n 
p a n t h e i s t i c terms. Man does not become a p a r t of the d i v i n e being. 
"£>tuti^, as the 'eschatology of tr a n s f i g u r a t i o n ' , i s an i n f i n i t e 
ascent toward the I n f i n i t e but never f u l l y e n c i r c l i n g the I n f i n i t e " ^ . 
God's freedom i s not compromised by t h e o s i s , f o r man partakes i n the 
d i v i n e energies, not i n h i s being. Thus theosis i s a personal 
encounter, a union of man w i t h the d i v i n e energies. This happens 
t o various degrees, but man i s asked t o gain h i s own double-
naturedness i n t h i s union by the means of a synergic ascent t o God. 
"Orthodox teaching, i n speaking of t e o s i s and sharing i n the d i v i n e 
l i f e , emphasizes the absolute c r e a t u r e l i n e s s of man, who nevertheless 
has been created t o share i n the d i v i n e l i f e i n a dynamic and 
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c r e a t i v e way through C h r i s t and the Holy S p i r i t . Man u n i t e s w i t h 
the d i v i n e energies but he always remains a creature. God's being God 
i s n ot compromised by man's ascent but e s t a b l i s h e d , because he made 
t h i s ascent of man possible through h i s redemption i n C h r i s t . Through 
the f a l l man had l o s t h i s c a p a b i l i t y f o r a t h e o s i s , but t h i s way i s 
reopened again f o r the redeemed humanity through C h r i s t . Thus theosis 
denotes not j u s t a s t a t e pro ante f o r man, but means the p o s s i b i l i t y 
t o ascend even f u r t h e r : man was created, f e l l , was redeemed according 
t o h i s nature and i s noty able t o partake i n the d i v i n e l i f e w i t h h i s 
w i l l . I n the same way however as the f a l l of Adam had cosmic 
i m p l i c a t i o n s because of man's mediator p o s i t i o n , the theosis of man 
has cosmic i m p l i c a t i o n s . The f a t e of the world i s dependent on man's 
a c t i o n i n h i s t o r y , f o r man has t o f u l f i l h i s task i n time. He i s able 
t o c o l l e c t " e s c h a t o l o g i c a l treasures" i n h i s present l i f e and thereby 
b r i n g about h i s own and the s a l v a t i o n of the world. 
Before we proceed we might ask some questions and s t a t e agreement 
regarding the d o c t r i n e of theosis. We have t r i e d to p o i n t out t h a t 
i t i s very hard t o e x p l a i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p between God's pr e d e s t i n -
a t i o n s and man's f r e e a c t i o n . According t o Florovsky man's synergy 
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w i t h God i s a completely f r e e c r e a t i v i t y , where God c o n t i n u a l l y 
o f f e r s h i s love and man e i t h e r accepts or r e j e c t s i t . Because God 
created man w i t h freedom and wants t o r e l a t e w i t h him only i n 
freedom he l i m i t e d himself i n s o f a r as h i s grace i s "powerless", i f 
man does not conform t o h i s grace. Plorovsky wants t o conceive of 
such a self-imposed l i m i t a t i o n of God because of h i s i n s i s t e n c e on 
man's freedom. 
The other problem consists i n the understanding of the 
s a l v a t i o n of man i n the sense t h a t man becomes more than man, a 
d e i f i e d creature. From being a created man, man becomes subhuman 
through the f a l l and w i l l be superhuman through d e i f i c a t i o n , a f t e r 
the redemptive work of C h r i s t restored the o r i g i n a l s t a t e of man's 
nature. Completely permeated by the d i v i n e grace the d e i f i e d man 
w i l l be "superhuman". I f C h r i s t however i s the example f o r t h i s , 
i . e . t h a t he according t o h i s human nature was the f i r s t d e i f i e d 
man, then he d i d not e s t a b l i s h something new i n the sense t h a t we 
have a t h i r d category of being now: God, d e i f i e d man and man, but 
he showed what man r e a l l y i s . The term theosis has a dangerous 
overtone i n s o f a r as i t suggests t h a t man becomes l i k e God, thus 
something other than man, but through the s a l v a t i o n man becomes man. 
Nothing but e x a c t l y t h i s i s u l t i m a t e l y the i n t e n t i o n of the eastern 
d o c t r i n e of t h e o s i s . I f the Protestant theology conceives of God's 
grace as God h i m s e l f , thus God's act of j u s t i f i c a t i o n sola g r a t i a i s 
h i s s e l f - g i v i n g t o men, t h i s means u l t i m a t e l y n o t h i n g d i f f e r e n t thart 
the Orthodox concept of t h e o s i s , where man p a r t i c i p a t e s i n God, i n 
h i s energies. 
The d i f f e r e n c e s however must not be overlooked: 1. According 
t o Florovsky grace i s present i n man only t o the degree of man's 
e f f o r t s . Thus he q u a n t i f i e s God's grace, w h i l e the Protestant 
theology always stressed t h a t God's grace i s t o t a g r a t i a , because i t 
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i s God h i m s e l f , who gives himself t o man . 2. Man s synergy w i t h 
God i s a b s o l u t e l y necessary f o r man's s a l v a t i o n i n the Orthodox 
concept, w h i l e the Protestant theology conceives of God saving sola 
g r a t i a and of man as passive, because he i s entrapped and l o s t i n s i n . 
A l l h i s a c t i v i t y out of himself would lead i n t o even deeper s i n , 
because then i n t r y i n g t o work out h i s own s a l v a t i o n man would attempt 
more than can be done by God alone. j5. Orthodox theology has t o 
conceive of a r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n God between h i s energies and h i s 
being i n order t o uphold the d o c t r i n e of t h e o s i s , w h i l e Protestant 
theology cannot make t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n f o r c h r i s t o l o g i c a l reasons. 
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These three d i f f e r e n c e s are the most obvious ones and. by f a r not 
a l l of them. I n the end they may be reduced t o d i f f e r e n t C h r i s t o l o g i e s , 
which are however based on a d i f f e r e n t understanding of the B i b l e . 
While the Pro t e s t a n t (western) side t r i e s t o go the b i b l i c a l way 
w i t h a j u r i d i c a l concept of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and man, 
which does j u s t i c e t o the r e s u l t s of modern b i b l i c a l scholarship, 
the Orthodox theology tries t o go a b i b l i c a l way, which i s overlapped 
d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person, which cannot be derived from 
the S c r i p t u r e s and has t o be es t a b l i s h e d befor.e these t e x t s are 
approached. Despite these important d i f f e r e n c e s i t would be worth-
w h i l e comparing the Orthodox d o c t r i n e of theosis w i t h the western 
concept of grace and s a n c t i f i c a t i o n . I have t r i e d t o make the p o i n t 
t h a t d espite the means one comes t o the conclusions, the d i f f e r e n t 
terms u l t i m a t e l y want t o denote s i m i l a r matters. But language and 
terms are never n e u t r a l . They epr'ess and show the sp e c i a l emphasis, 
thus cannot and must not be overlooked i n any search f o r common 
b e l i e f s . 
We have t o conclude our discussion of the d o c t r i n e of theosis 
w i t h the statement t h a t though the d o c t r i n e i s the climax of the 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , i t already i m p l i e s e s c h a t o l o g i c a l aspects. The 
eschatology i s p r e f i g u r e d i n the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . This 
coherence of d i f f e r e n t d o c t r i n e s i s w i t h o u t any doubt the s t r e n g t h 
of Plorovsky's concept and t h i s impression w i l l become even stronger 
when we proceed t o the special Eschatology. As a Lutheran however 
we have t o say t h a t the weakness of the concept i s the subordination 
of C h r i s t o l o g y t o the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , C h r i s t o l o g y i s on the one 
hand based on C h r i s t i a n cosmology and has on the other hand 
e s c h a t o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s , i t i s even the main a r t i c l e of Eschatology 
94 QS But e v e r y t h i n g depends on the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . 
As I have already i n t i m a t e d on several occasions Florovsky 
conceives of man as being created i n an imperfect s t a t e : he was l i a b l e 
t o m o r t a l i t y . Consequently the work of C h r i s t , the d e s t r u c t i o n of 
man's m o r t a l i t y must have been p r e f i g u r e d i n the o r i g i n a l purpose of 
c r e a t i o n . How Florovsky v a l i d a t e s t h i s purpose w i l l be our concern i n 
the f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n . 
philosopher ^  by h e l l e n i s t i c The main pre s u p p o s i t i o n i s the 
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D. Cur deus homo? 
"The question about the u l t i m a t e purpose of the I n c a r n a t i o n was 
never f o r m a l l y discussed i n the P a t r i s t i c Age""''. This i s Plorovsky's 
opening statement on the question. The f a t h e r s saw the u l t i m a t e 
purpose i n God's I n c a r n a t i o n i n h i s redemption of man and some 
passages i n Florovsk'y w r i t i n g s show t h a t he i s i n f u l l agreement 
w i t h t h i s : "The u l t i m a t e meaning of the august mystery of the 
I n c a r n a t i o n i s p r e c i s e l y i n t h a t paradoxical i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of God 
2 
w i t h the needs and concerns of man" , i . e . man's corrupted nature and 
h i s m o r t a l i t y . "The heavaly Father was moved By the misery of man, 
% 
and sent h i s Son, because he loved the world"•. " C h r i s t had t o d i e 
4 
i n order t o abrogate death and c o r r u p t i o n " - t h i s was the basic 
c o n v i c t i o n of the f a t h e r s , which was n e i t h e r questioned or doubted 
and d i d not need any proof. 
God sent h i s Son t o overcome the consequences of man's f a l l . 
Thus Adam's f a l l was the reason f o r the i n c a r n a t i o n . Do we have t o 
draw the conclusion, t h a t God d i d not determine h i s Son f o r the 
I n c a r n a t i o n from a l l e t e r n i t y ? Rupert of Deutz (died 1135) was the 
f i r s t t h eologian who r a i s e d t h i s question f o r m a l l y i n the middle ages 
and came t o the conclusion t h a t "antequam Deus quidquam f a c e r e t a 
p r i c i p i o , e t quando haec v e l i l i a f a c i e b a t , hoc e r a t i n p r o p o s i t i o n , 
u t ergo Verbum Dei, Verbum Deus caro fi e r e m , e t i n hominibus magna 
c h a r i t a t e e t summa h u m i l i t a t e , quae vere d e l i c i a e sunt" . This view 
was taken up by many other mediaeval theologians, who then had to 
contend w i t h the opposite view, t h a t the Word was incarnate j u s t 
•7 
because of man's f a l l . According t o Florovsky one cannot say t h a t 
the Fathers regarded the redeeming purpose as the only reason f o r the 
Q 
i n c a r n a t i o n and he i s able t o prove t h i s i n the w r i t i n g s of S. Maximus 
who declared t h a t the o r i g i n a l purpose of the c r e a t i o n was the 
i n c a r n a t i o n . Being the "only Father who was d i r e c t l y concerned w i t h 
the problem .... he s t a t e d p l a i n l y t h a t the I n c a r n a t i o n should be 
regarded as an absolute and primary purpose of God i n the act of 
Creation"^. S! Maximus was commenting on l . P e t r . l , 1 9 f ( X j i C f o c T 
T t y f f i y ^ y t W /**«•* Tlfi HiJifad^ ttet/UoZT). » f o r o n account of C h r i s t 
t h a t i s t o say the mystery concerning C h r i s t , a l l time and t h a t which 
i s i n time have found the beginning and the end of t h e i r existence i n 
C h r i s t . For before time tame there was s e c r e t l y purposed a union of 
the ages, of the determined and the indeterminate, of the measurable 
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and the Immeasurable, of the f i n i t e and the I n f i n i t e , of the 
c r e a t i o n and the Creator, of motion and of r e s t - a union which was 
made manifest i n C h r i s t d u r i n g these l a s t times" This 
statement emphasizes two aspects: On the one hand the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
foundations of c r e a t i o n . This "whole concept i s s t r i c t l y 
' t h e o c e n t r i c ' , and a t the same time ' C h r i s t o c e n t r i c ' " 1 *. But there 
i s a d e c i s i v e p o i n t here, which must not be f o r g o t t e n . Florovsky 
q u i c k l y adds, t h a t "one has t o d i s t i n g u i s h most c a r e f u l l y between 
the e t e r n a l being of the Logos, i n the bosom of the Holy T r i n i t y , 
12 
and the 'economy' of His I n c a r n a t i o n " . Thus^what sounds so 
f a m i l i a r i n western ears i s not at a l l intended. The i n c a r n a t i o n i s , 
as we have already seen, an act of economy, not something which has t o 
be expressed i n theology, i . e . i n the d e s c r i p t i o n of the being of God 
as w e l l . But i t i s c o r r e c t t h a t "Man i s created i n order t h a t God 
may become man" and t h i s was predestined already i n e t e r n i t y i n 
C h r i s t . Thus C h r i s t ' s i n c a r n a t i o n i s the u l t i m a t e purpose of c r e a t i o n . 
On the other hand t h i s purpose was t o serve the u l t i m a t e s a l v a t i o n 
14 
of man: h i s t h e o s i s . By the union of God and man, man i s d e i f i e d 
This u n i t y has been made pos s i b l e and has been accmplished through the 
i n c a r n a t i o n , because even Adam was created i n an "imperfect" way: 
he was l i a b l e t o m o r t a l i t y . This i m p e r f e c t i o n of the human nature 
had t o be overcome i n order t h a t man could l i v e i n a personal union 
w i t h God f o r ever. Thus C h r i s t would have been incarnated even 
without the f a l l , because the o r i g i n a l plan of God's c r e a t i o n included 
the i n c a r n a t i o n of the Word. 
Florovsky i s q u i t e happy about h i s discovery i n the w r i t i n g s of 
S. Maximus, but t h i s understanding i s not yet h i s own opinion, 
though he i s a t t r a c t e d by i t . He asserts t h a t the theory of S. Maximus 
(and western theologians) i s h y p o t h e t i c a l ' ( o r 'convenient') .... 
and i t seems t h a t the 'hypothesis' of an I n c a r n a t i o n apart from the 
1S 
F a l l i s at l e a s t permissable i n the system of Orthodox theology" 
but t h i s as w e l l as other theologoumena should not "be accepted i f 
i t has been c l e a r l y disavowed by an a u t h o r i t a t i v e or 'dogmatic' 
pronouncement of the Church"^. At the moment t h i s theory can claim 
17 
n o t h i n g more but " p r o b a b i l i t y " . Therefore he f i n a l l y concludes: 
"An adequate answer t o the question of the 'motive' of the i n c a r n a t i o n 
18 
can be given only i n the context of the general d o c t r i n e of Creation" ! 
We have t o note the d i f f e r e n c e between a theologoumenon and a dogma. 
The l a t t e r i s the o f f i c i a l teaching of the church, sanctioned by a 
church c o u n c i l , w h i l e the former i s an opinion of one or many 
theologians, which may claim p r o b a b i l i t y but has not y e t been 
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accepted by an o f f i c i a l church c o u n c i l . Florovsky takes up a 
middle p o s i t i o n . He does not attempt t o r e j e c t t h i s opinion and he 
i s t o a c e r t a i n extent i n f u l l agreement w i t h i t . To my mind, 
however, t h i s question seems t o be of extreme importance and 
deserves more a t t e n t i o n i n a d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n than Florovsky i s 
g i v i n g t o i t , f o r the whole c o n s t r u c t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n 
depends on t h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l problem. We w i l l see, however, t h a t 
Florovsky i s concerned w i t h t h i s question 'Cur deus homo' again, 
when he presents the i n t r o d u c t i o n t o the problem of man's redemption. 
The redemption of the world i n C h r i s t presupposes the existence of 
t h i s world, i . e . i t s creation. Florovsky t r i e s t o f o l l o w t h i s 
sequence, which i s open t o c r i t i c a l questions. 
E: The Doctrine of Creation - conclusion 
The a s s e r t i o n of the c r e a t i o n of the world r e j e c t s a l l concepts which 
regard the world as s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t , because i t declares t h a t the 
e x i s t i n g t h i n g s d e r i v e from the c r e a t i v e act of a Creator. Thus the 
a s s e r t i o n of c r e a t i o n s t a t e s f i r s t of a l l t h a t there i s a r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between the w o r l d and i t s creator. Florovsky described t h i s r e l a t i o n 
by the term 'contingent' and thus ' f r e e ' . The existence of the world 
i s not at a l l necessary, i . e . i t might not have e x i s t e d at a l l . The 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n wants t o e x p l a i n p r e c i s e l y t h i s contingency of 
the existence of the world. We have already mentioned t h a t Florovsky 
f o r m a l l y subordinates the contingency of the act of c r e a t i o n by God t o 
the contingency of the existence of the world. The contingency of 
the w o r l d i s the s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r h i s d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . The 
term 'contingency', however, implies two complementary terms: 1. an 
order of existence, i . e . two d i f f e r e n t natures, and 2. freedom.. 
These two problems were Florovsky's main concern i n the d o c t r i n e of 
c r e a t i o n and they r e f l e c t the basic d i s t i n c t i o n , which u n d e r l i e s h i s 
whole theology, the d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person. Considering 
these two problems on the background of t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n we w i l l t r y 
t o sum up Florovsky's e x p o s i t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . 
When reading Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n a western theologian 
might be surprised by the f a c t t h a t C h r i s t o l o g y does not seem t o be 
very r e l e v a n t f o r t h i s t o p i c of theology. But i t i s necessary t o 
note and f o r the c o r r e c t understanding of Florovsky's theology of 
fundamental importance, t h a t he presupposes C h r i s t o l o g y i n the sense, 
t h a t h i s basic d i s t i n c t i o n s between the d i v i n e and human nature and 
between nature and person are based on n o t h i n g else but the 
Chalcedonian formula. The term 'one hypostasis i n two natures' 
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e s t a b l i s h e s these d i s t i n c t i o n s . Considering t h i s f a c t , one could'" 
say t h a t Florovsky i s C h r i s t o c e n t r i c i n h i s theology, f o r i t i s 
p r e c i s e l y t h i s term which u n d e r l i e s h i s d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n as w e l l 
as a l l other d o c t r i n e s . Thus we s h a l l attempt t o summarize Fiorovsky's 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n by r e f e r r i n g t o these d i s t i n c t i o n s i n disc u s s i n g 
a) the d i s t i n c t i o n between natures, b) the d i s t i n c t i o n between nature 
and person i n man and i n God and c) the r e l a t i o n of the persons t o 
each other. 
Creation i m p l i e s f i r s t of a l l t h a t there i s something created 
and somebody who creates. For Florovsky t h i s .indisputable f a c t 
leads f i r s t of a l l t o the a s s e r t i o n of a fundamental d i f f e r e n c e , a 
d i f f e r e n c e i n nature: God, the Creator i s uncreated and thus e t e r n a l , 
w h i l e the world i s created, i . e . u t t e r l y dependent on God, thus i t 
has a beginning. Florovsky stressed t h i s fundamental d i f f e r e n c e i n 
a s s e r t i n g t h a t God and man l i v e i n two d i f f e r e n t modes of existence. 
God's nature i s never contained i n time and space, while man i s 
subjected t o these categories f o r ever. Thus t r a n s s u b s t a n t i a t i o n of 
any k i n d i s impossible. Nature t h e r e f o r e remains the d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 
p r i n c i p l e i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the uncreated God and h i s 
creatures. 
But they are conjoined through person, which i s the complementary 
term t o 'nature'. Florovsky d i s t i n g u i s h e s c a r e f u l l y between nature 
and person i n God gs w e l l as i n man. By means of the two terms 
'nature' and 'person' he t r i e s t o describe man. Man i s one hypostasis 
i n one nat u r e , but never j u s t hypostasis or j u s t nature. The l i f e 
of man depends on the r e l a t i o n between h i s nature and h i s person. 
Florovsky t h e r e f o r e presupposes t h a t man i s a creature and i t s innate 
c a p a c i t i e s , e s p e c i a l l y i t s s t r i v i n g towards God, determines man's 
f a t e . The goal of human existence i s t h a t man l i v e s i n accordance 
w i t h h i s nature, i . e . i n harmony w i t h God. This harmony, however, ran 
out of tune due t o the f a l l . The human s t r u c t u r e l o s t i t s o r i g i n a l , 
incorrupted c o n s t i t u t i o n and became d e c e n t r a l i z e d . From now onward 
man had t o work f o r h i s redemption, f o r the redac t i o n of h i s person, 
which was i n the bondage of s i n , w h i l e man's nature i s corrupted 
once and f o r a l l and can be re s t o r e d only through the act of God. The 
p o s s i b i l i t y of a d e s t r u c t i o n of the composition of nature and person, 
which on the side of man leads t o the u l t i m a t e mark of c o r r u p t i o n , 
death, does not e x i s t f o r God. He i s always i n agreement w i t h n i s 
nature. We have seen, however, t h a t Florovsky introduced a f u r t h e r 
d i s t i n c t i o n i n h i s d o c t r i n e of God: the d i s t i n c t i o n between God's 
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being and God's a c t , between God's nature and h i s energies. Whether 
t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i n God i s a necessary d i s t i n c t i o n , w i l l be discussed 
l a t e r , but we have t o note, t h a t f o r Florovsky i t i s p r e c i s e l y t h i s 
d i s t i n c t i o n , which makes a contact between the two natures possible. 
God r e l a t e s t o man by means of h i s energies, which are uncreated and, 
though they are d i s t i n c t from the d i v i n e nature, God himself. 
Creation asserts a r e l a t i o n between the Creator and h i s creatures. 
God meets man i n h i s energies and t r i e s t o e s t a b l i s h a f r u i t f u l 
r e l a t i o n t o h i s creature. Due t o the d i f f e r e n c e i n nature Florovsky 
asserted the freedom of God as w e l l as man. The d i f f e r e n c e i n 
natures i m p l i e s n e c e s s a r i l y the freedom of the Creator and h i s creatures. 
Though God granted man c r e a t u r e l y freedom, which man should have used 
f o r an ascent towards God, man misused this freedom, i n order to l i v e 
on h i s own. I t has t o be no t i c e d t h a t Florovsky introduces the problem 
of freedom when he t a l k s about the d i f f e r e n c e i n nature. This 
d i f f e r e n c e e s t a b l i s h e s the fundamental f a c t of freedom. Because t h i s 
d i f f e r e n c e i s never overcome, the freedom of man s t i l l e x i s t s even 
a f t e r he s u f f e r e d c o r r u p t i o n due t o the f a l l . Man i s asked t o use h i s 
freedom i n the synergy w i t h the d i v i n e energies, i n order t o achieve 
d e i f i c a t i o n . The f i n a l d e i f i c a t i o n of a l l c r e a t i o n was the o r i g i n a l 
purpose of God's f r e e act of c r e a t i n g something other than himself. 
This however reveals a dynamic understanding of c r e a t i o n , f o r from the 
beginning man had the task of achieving t h i s d e i f i c a t i o n . The 
necessary presupposition f o r t h i s i s time, i . e . h i s t o r y , and 
i n d i v i d u a l i t y , i . e . freedom. I n due course of the e x p o s i t i o n of 
Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n we come across these two subjects, 
which f i n d t h e i r climax i n the d o c t r i n e of theosis. Theosis however 
i s the task t o become l i k e C h r i s t , t o achieve double-naturedness. 
I t i s from t h i s p o i n t of view t h a t the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l question comes 
i n t o the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n again. Now we understand why Florovsky 
was a t t r a c t e d t o the theologoumenon, which includes the i n c a r n a t i o n 
i n the o r i g i n a l plan of c r e a t i o n . 
This b r i e f summary of Fiorovsky's d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n showed 
h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l concern. The C h r i s t o l o g i c a l d e f i n i t i o n of 
Chalcedon and the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l conception of t h e o s i s , the example 
of which i s C h r i s t , are the u n d e r l y i n g p r i n c i p l e s of Fiorovsky's 
presen t a t i o n . Our task w i l l be t o ask whether i t i s s u f f i c i e n t t o 
base the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n on these p r i n c i p l e s , and whether these 
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p r i n c i p l e s are c o r r e c t and necessary p r i n c i p l e s f o r contemporary 
theology. This w i l l lead us t o a c r i t i c a l assessment of what 
Florovsky means when he t a l k s about freedom and time. 
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1 1 ?he_Salvation_of_Man 
According t o Florovsky the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n lays down a l l 
fundamental presuppositions f o r any t h e o l o g i c a l d o c t r i n e . God's 
motive t o create the world was h i s love. Because of t h i s love God 
granted man c r e a t u r e l y freedom, which i s the highest p r e d i c t a t e f o r 
the human being. Although man misused t h i s g i f t , he was not abandoned 
by God. Because God loved the world he wanted t o save i t from 
p e r d i t i o n . The s a l v a t i o n of man i s a tw o f o l d t h i n g , f o r man i s one 
hypostasis i n one nature. Consequently Florovsky conceives of the 
s a l v a t i o n of man on the basis of the d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and 
person. The s a l v a t i o n of human nature i s the work of C h r i s t , i.e 
an act sola g r a t i a d e l , w h i l e the s a l v a t i o n of the human person 
happens i n synergy between the d i v i n e energies and f r e e human a c t i v i t y . 
As regards the l a t t e r we have t o deal w i t h Ecclesiology, as regards 
the former we have t o consider Florovsky's Christology. 
A. The S a l v a t i o n of Human Nature - Ch r i s t o l o g y 
We have already seen t h a t the i n c a r n a t i o n was included i n the o r i g i n a l 
p l an of c r e a t i o n . Florovsky conceives of man as created i n an imperfect 
s t a t e : h i s nature i s l i a b l e t o m o r t a l i t y . I t d i d depend on man, 
whether he a c t u a l i z e d t h i s c apacity or not. To overcome t h i s 
p o s s i b i l i t y i n t o an i m p o s s i b i l i t y was t o be the work of C h r i s t . 
This o r i g i n a l i n t e n t i o n of God - i f i t i s permitted t o express i t l i k e 
t h i s - had become even more r e l e v a n t f o r the human beings, since 
t h e i r nature was i r r e v e r s i b l y corrupted. Thus the question 'cur deus 
homo' could be answered i n a t w o f o l d way. Florovsky's view on t h i s 
problem w i l l be our f i r s t concern, which w i l l be fo l l o w e d by h i s 
d o c t r i n e of the incarnation and h i s d o c t r i n e of the passion and death 
of C h r i s t . These three steps are necessary presuppositions f o r the 
So t e r i o l o g y , which i s our main concern. 
1. God's response t o the misery of man 
"We cannot dogmatically i n s i s t t h a t redemption was the only 'motive' 
or reason f o r the I n c a r n a t i o n . Yet we have t o deal w i t h the f a c t of 
the I n c a r n a t i o n , and not w i t h i t s idea"'''. This statement answers 
the question 'cur deus homo?' i n a t w o f o l d way. Florovsky wants t o 
assert both God's e t e r n a l w i l l f o r the i n c a r n a t i o n , and the necessity 
f o r the i n c a r n a t i o n i n order t o save human nature. These two are the 
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reasons f o r the i n c a r n a t i o n , though Florovsky gives more emphasis 
2 
t o the a c t u a l event of the i n c a r n a t i o n . We have t o r e c a l l 
however t h a t man was created " n e i t h e r 'immortal' nor 'mortal', 
but r a t h e r 'capable of b o t h " . Adam could have become immortal 
by grace but even then he would s t i l l have been capable of 
f a l l i n g away from God, thus of m o r t a l i t y . We have t o conclude 
from t h i s t h a t the motive f o r the i n c a r n a t i o n was inherent i n the 
very act of c r e a t i o n already, because C h r i s t would have been 
incarnated even w i t h o u t the f a l l i n order t o achieve the i m m o r t a l i t y 
of human nature, i . e . t o make man incapable o f . f a l l i n g away from 
God i n t o non-existence. This however applies t o man's nature and 
not t o h i s w i l l ! We have seen t h a t Florovsky i s a t t r a c t e d t o t h i s 
supralapsarian concept of the i n c a r n a t i o n , but t h a t h i s emphasis 
l i e s c l e a r l y on the redeeming impact of the event of God becoming 
man. "Salvation f o r man i s above a l l an escape from the 'bondage 
of c o r r u p t i o n ' (Rom. 8,21), i . e . the r e s t o r a t i o n of the o r i g i n a l 
wholeness and s t a b i l i t y of human nature, or the r e s u r r e c t i o n " . 
Due t o the f a l l man's nature became corrupted. This c o r r u p t i o n , 
which i s the dehumanized st a t u s of the f a l l e n c r e a t u r e , could not be 
overcome by pure repentance. Because God loved h i s creatures and 
d i d not want them t o f a l l i n t o non-existence he became man, assumed 
human nature, " t h a t , whereas man had turned t o c o r r u p t i o n , he might 
t u r n them back again t o i n c o r r u p t i o n , and might give them l i f e f o r 
death i n t h a t he made the body h i s own, and by the grace of the 
r e s u r r e c t i o n had r i d them of death as straw i s destroyed by f i r e " ^ . 
Man was unable t o overcome h i s own m o r t a l i t y , only God as the g i v e r 
of l i f e could do t h i s . Thus "We needed an Incarnate God; God put 
t o death, t h a t we might l i v e " . Florovsky i s s t r e s s i n g t h a t t h i s 
"was not the nec e s s i t y of t h i s world. This was, as i t were the 
g 
n e c e s s i t y of Love D i v i n e , a necessity of a Divine order" . Only i n 
t h i s context i t i s allowed t o say t h a t " E v i l causes God himself t o 
,.Q 
s u f f e r . The love of God i s the l i n k between the two motives of 
the i n c a r n a t i o n of C h r i s t . God loved the world from e t e r n i t y , h i s 
act of c r e a t i o n was an act of d i v i n e love. But t h i s i m p l i e d already 
the f i n a l purpose of the s a l v a t i o n of man from h i s c a p a b i l i t y of 
m o r t a l i t y . Thus i n the i n c a r n a t i o n "God's e t e r n a l w i l l i s accomplished, 
'the mystery from e t e r n i t y hidden and t o angels unknown" 1 0. Due to 
the f a l l however God had t o save man from h i s c o r r u p t i o n , because 
being corrupted man could not l i v e i n a p e r f e c t communion w i t h God. 
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God had t o overcome man's m o r t a l i t y i n order t o make possible man's 
e t e r n a l communion of man w i t h God. I n any case, even i f man had 
not f a l l e n , the status of mankind would have been changed because 
of the i n c a r n a t i o n . Since the i n c a r n a t i o n though man i s s t i l l 
d y i n g , h i s death i s t r a n s i e n t , because man w i l l be resurrected. 
"The f u l l v i c t o r y of C h r i s t w i l l be revealed and accomplished i n 
the general Resurrection, of which C h r i s t ' s Resurrection i s a token 
and a pledge"* *. 
God w i l l e d the i n c a r n a t i o n because of h i s love f o r h i s creatures. 
I n c r e a t i n g something other than himself God l i m i t e d himself i n so 
f a r as he wants t o care f o r h i s creatures. The existence of the 
created world i s i r r e v o c a b l e and t h i s i s God's s e l f - l i m i t a t i o n which 
he imposed upon himself i n an act of w i l l . His kenosis, as Florovsky 
c a l l s i t , toward something other than himself reaches i t s climax i n 
12 
the cross of C h r i s t . And though Florovsky can say t h a t the 
i n c a r n a t i o n was necessary f o r the s a l v a t i o n of man, he always 
emphasizes God's freedom, which i s God's freedom of love. Because 
he loves h i s creatures and i s not necessitated by anything e l s e , he 
becomes man. Florovsky t h e r e f o r e dismisses any concepts which imply 
a necessary s a t i s f a c t i o n of God^. C h r i s t ' s death on the cross was 
not necessary f o r God's being. "Even from a merely moral p o i n t of 
view, the whole s i g n i f i c a n c e of s a c r i f i c e , i s not the d e n i a l i t s e l f , 
,,14 
but the s a c r i f i c i a l power of love . I n the discussion of the 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n we saw already t h a t love always i m p l i e s freedom 
f o r Florovsky. God loves mankind i n grantirgthem freedom. This 
a p p l i e s t o the C h r i s t o l o g y as w e l l . God loves the w o r l d i n C h r i s t 
i n the sense t h a t he heals the nature of man, but leaves the w i l l of 
man uncompromised. "Probably a r e c r e a t i o n of f a l l e n mankind by the 
mighty i n t e r v e n t i o n of the Divine omnipotence would have seemed to 
15 
us simpler and more m e r c i f u l " , but God saves man only by cooperating 
w i t h him, i . e . i n freedom out of love. God's redemption i n C h r i s t i s 
i n the end not only a r e c r e a t i o n of the corrupted human nature, but 
i t i s a step f u r t h e r , f o r now the way i s opened f o r man t o u n i t e w i t h 
God completely, t o gain d e i f i c a t i o n . "Not only does human nature 
r e t u r n t o i t s once l o s t communion w i t h God. The I n c a r n a t i o n i s also 
a new r e v e l a t i o n , the new and f u r t h e r step .... i n the Inc a r n a t i o n 
of the word human nature i s not merely anointed w i t h a super-
abundant o v e r f l o w i n g of grace, but was assumed i n t o an i n t i m a t e and 
h y p o s t a t i c a l u n i t y w i t h D i v i n i t y i t s e l f " 1 ^ . What. I have t r i e d to 
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17 i n t i m a t e above as d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of human existence , i s already 
s t a t e d here. Man's f a l l e n nature i s restored t o i t s o r i g i n a l s t a t e 
and thus the p o s s i b i l i t y of an e t e r n a l and complete communion w i t h 
God, which i s a task f o r the w i l l of man, i s now open t o everybody. 
This statement however leads us t o the f i r s t r e s u l t : Though 
l 8 
Plorovsky says t h a t " C h r i s t i a n i t y i s the R e l i g i o n of the Cross" , 
he i s f a r from being a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of a t h e o l o g i a c r u c i s . Though 
"our redemption means a Divine 'coming down', a Divine condescending, 
19 
and not simply an ascending of man , Plorovsky warns theoldgians 
20 
"against a l l kenotic exaggeration" . The cross no doubt shows 
h u m i l i t y and love, but i t i s above a l l the sign of g l o r y and 
v i c t o r y , f o r death i s abolished and man i s now able t o become l i k e 
God. Therefore Florovsky says t h a t "the t r e e of the Cross i s an 
21 
'ever-glorious t r e e ' " ^ . The Christ-event i s not j u s t the s a l v a t i o n 
22 
of human nature, but t h i s step f u r t h e r s the g l o r i f i c a t i o n of man , 
f o r i t opened the way f o r man's f i n a l d e i f i c a t i o n , which i s the task 
he has t o f u l f i l i n synergy w i t h the d i v i n e energies. 
The i n c a r n a t i o n of God i n C h r i s t i s a mystery which can only be 
apprehended i n f a i t h . "Decisive evidence, i n matters of f a i t h , i s 
p r e c i s e l y testimonium S p i r i t u s Sancti interum .... This 'evidence' i s 
a v a i l a b l e only i n the Church and through the Church .... I t i s 
p r e c i s e l y through the 'common mind' of the Church t h a t the Holy S p i r i t 
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speaks t o the b e l i e v e r s " . This means t h a t the i n c a r n a t i o n has t o 
be i n t e r p r e t e d according t o the statements of the ecumenical councils 
24 
and i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Orthodox Church . These 
explanations are attempts t o bear witness to the mystery of the 
Christ-event and cannot be taken i n abstracto. This i s Fiorovsky's 
hermeneutical s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r the e x p l i c i t C hristology. Consequently 
we have t o expect a very orthodox p r e s e n t a t i o n of t h i s d o c t r i n e . 
Whether t h i s i s so w i l l be our concern i n the next sections. 
2. God became man 
25 
I n the i n c a r n a t i o n God i d e n t i f i e d himself w i t h man i n C h r i s t 
The I n c a r n a t i o n i s an i n t i m a t e and personal i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of God 
26 
w i t h man, w i t h the needs and misery of man" . Thus the redeeming 
work of C h r i s t i s "a personal i n t e r v e n t i o n of God i n the l i f e of 
it 27 
man" . The i n c a r n a t i o n i s f i r s t of a l l a personal act of God. 
Florovsky emplasizes t h i s personal aspect i n many places. The n a t u r a l 
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aspect, i . e . the aspect concerned w i t h the two natures, remains 
the d i s t i n g u i s h i n g p r i n c i p l e between God and man, w h i l e the person 
u n i t e s both natures. The d i v i n e nature and the human nature can 
only c o e x i s t i n a h y p o s t a t i c union, but they are never confused, 
changed, separated or d i v i d e d .(Chalcedon) i n this union. I n the 
h i s t o r i c a l f i g u r e of Jesus God revealed himself personally. "No 
new person came i n t o being when the Son of Mary was conceived and 
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born, but the E t e r n a l Son of God was made man" . God hi m s e l f , the 
second person of the T r i n i t y , appears i n the human nature. "The 
uniqueness, the marvel of t h i s h i s t o r i c a l f i g u r e c onsists i n the 
f a c t t h a t He who became v i s i b l e , Whom we saw, was the Son of God, 
n29 
the Saviour of the World God i s the God-man C h r i s t and as such 
He was i n h i s t o r y and met men personally. But Florovsky continues: 
"Therefore i t i s t h a t human l i m i t s , belonging t o the world of two 
dimensions, cannot encompass t h i s Image. I t transcends them; and 
w i t h i n h i s t o r i c a l boundaries we see what i s s u p e r - h i s t o r i c a l , what i s 
above the e a r t h " . With these d i f f i c u l t sentences Florovsky t r i e s 
> ' 
t o e x p l a i n the i n c a r n a t i o n . The d i v i n e can never be subjected 
t o the two dimensions of time and space, which c o n s t i t u t e the world. 
God's being i s always " s u p e r - h i s t o r i c a l " , i . e . out of time, thus 
e t e r n a l , and "above the e a r t h " , i . e . never i n space. These predicates 
r e f e r r i n g bo the being of God are obviously taken from Greek 
philosophy (and cannot be proved t o be b i b l i c a l ) . According t o 
these presuppositions God's b^t 1 J, i s "outside" time and space, but 
he i s i n time and space through the hy p o s t a t i c union w i t h the human 
nature of C h r i s t . The humanity of C h r i s t i s u n i t e d w i t h the d i v i n i t y 
i n a unique way, which i s always transcendent. Thus God i s u n i t e d 
t o humanity i n t h i s manhood, which i s h i s , i n the hy p o s t a t i c union. 
And because of t h i s union God who i s always i n v i s i b l e i n h i s being 
became v i s i b l e - i n h i s manhood. As f a r as t h i s manhood i s concerned, 
God was i n time and space, was v i s i b l e e t c . , thus i n C h r i s t we see 
what i s per se always transcending a l l understanding and a l l 
categories of man. The d i v i n e nature i s h y p o s t a t i c a l l y u n i t e d w i t h 
the human nature, consequently time and e t e r n i t y , space and space-
lessness, v i s i b i l i t y and i n v i s i b i l i t y etc. are u n i t e d i n t h i s person, 
but they remain d i s t i n c t from each other, as the Chalcedon formula 
c l e a r l y s t a t e d . 
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Before going any f u r t h e r i t might be appropriate t o enquire 
how t h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l dogma could be r e l a t e d to the d o c t r i n e of 
the d i v i n e energies, which are, as I have shown, God's r e v e l a t i o n s 
ad e x t r a . Florovsky does not discuss t h i s connection a t a l l . He 
does not even mention the d i v i n e energies i n h i s essays, which 
deal w i t h d o c t r i n e s other than c r e a t i o n . I n Florovsky's thought 
the d o c t r i n e of the d i v i n e energies seems t o be p r i m a r i l y connected 
w i t h the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , and not w i t h Redemption. Nevertheless 
one could t r y t o work out the place of the d i v i n e energies i n a 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l context. The S i x t h Ecumenical Council of Constantinople 
summoned i n 680/681 AD, asserted t h a t i n C h r i s t there "are two 
n a t u r a l w i l l s and two n a t u r a l operations (energies) i n d i v i s i b l y , 
i n c o n v e r t i b l y , inseparably, inconfusedly according t o the teaching 
of the Holy Fathers .... We g l o r i f y two n a t u r a l operations .... t h a t 
i s t o say a d i v i n e operation and a human operation, according t o the 
d i v i n e preacher Leo, who most d i s t i n c t l y asserts as f o l l o w s : "For 
each form does i n communion w i t h the other what p e r t a i n s p r o p e r l y 
t o i t , the Word, namely, doing t h a t which p e r t a i n s t o the Word and 
the f l e s h doing t h a t which p e r t a i n s t o the f l e s h " . These two 
energies are both the c a p a c i t i e s of nature, thus there i s one human 
and one d i v i n e energy. The d i v i n e energy i s one and proceeds from 
the d i v i n e being, which i s God i n T r i n i t y . I n the hyp o s t a t i c union of 
C h r i s t t h i s d i v i n e n a t u r a l energy i s working together w i t h h i s human 
n a t u a l energy i n synergy. I n t e r p r e t i n g the d o c t r i n e of the energies 
i n t h i s way one might say t h a t the i n c a r n a t i o n i s an act of economy 
"Chri s t u s mori missus, nasci quoque necessario h a b u i t , u t mori 
posset .... forma moriendi causa nascendi e s t " . I n order t o 
overcome man's n a t u r a l m o r t a l i t y God "had" t o become man, he had t o 
assume human nature. The death of C h r i s t i s the f i n a l purpose of the 
i n c a r n a t i o n , but we w i l l f i r s t look a t the event of the i n c a r n a t i o n 
i t s e l f , f o r i t has i n i t s e l f already s o t e r i o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s . 
As f a r as I can see Florovsky r e f e r s t o the kenotic hymn P h i l . 2 
only once: C h r i s t i s "the Lord of Glory under t h a t guise of the 
34 
servant He d e l i b e r a t e l y took upon h i m s e l f " . The second person of 
the T r i n i t y assumed human nature, not a human person. Florovsky 
teaches the anhypostasia of C h r i s t ' s human person, which i s enhyposta-
t i z e d i n t o the d i v i n e person. This i s of c a r d i n a l importance f o r the 
whole s o t e r i o l o g y . For according t o the basic c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
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p r i n c i p l e 'That i s saved w h i c h i s u n i t e d w i t h God' o n l y t h e human 
n a t u r e , b e i n g u n i t e d w i t h t h e d i v i n e h y p o s t a t i c a l l y , i s saved. The 
w i l l o f man has t o u n i t e , i . e . t o save i t s e l f i n s y n e r g y w i t h t h e 
d i v i n e e n e r g i e s . C o n s e q u e n t l y " t h e name Theotokos s t r e s s e s t h e f a c t 
t h a t t h e C h i l d whom Mary bore was n o t a ' s i m p l e man'., n o t a human 
p e r s o n , b u t t h e o n l y b e g o t t e n Son o f God, 'One o f t h e H o l y T r i n i t y ' , 
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y e t I n c a r n a t e " . C h r i s t i s man i n assuming human n a t u r e , w h i c h 
i s n o t j u s t one a s p e c t o f C h r i s t , b u t i t i s assumed i n t o a r e a l 
u n i t y w i t h t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e . We w i l l d i s c u s s l a t e r how t h e becoming 
man a f f e c t s t h e d i v i n i t y o f C h r i s t , w h e t h e r F l o r o v s k y can say t h a t 
God d i e s o r w h e t h e r he a s s e r t s t h a t God d i e s o n l y i n h i s humanity. 
Thus we w i l l have t o d e a l w i t h t h e q u e s t i o n how t h e a n h y p o s t a s i a o f 
C h r i s t ' s human n a t u r e i s r e l a t e d t o t h e e n h y p o s t a s i a i n t h e d i v i n e 
p e r s o n o f C h r i s t . 
I n t h e God-man C h r i s t t h e r e was t h e f u l n e s s o f human n a t u r e , as 
w e l l as t h e f u l n e s s o f t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e . B o t h n a t u r e s were genuine 
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and complete . F l o r o v s k y t e a c h e s however t h a t C h r i s t d i d n o t assume 
a c o r r u p t e d n a t u r e . Though h i s human n a t u r e i s assumed f r o m Mary and 
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t h u s c o n s u b s t a n t i a l w i t h t h e n a t u r e o f t h e f a l l e n c r e a t u r e , i t i s n o t 
c o r r u p t e d . F l o r o v s k y does n o t a t t e m p t t o s o l v e t h i s o b v i o u s 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n by p o s t u l a t i n g a d o c t r i n e o f immaculate c o n c e p t i o n . As 
he s t a t e s : "We have t o s t a n d i n awe and t r e m b l i n g on t h e t h r e s h o l d 
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o f t h e m y s t e r y ' . F l o r o v s k y a l s o a s s e r t s t h a t C h r i s t ' s human n a t u r e 
i s n o t l a c k i n g a n y t h i n g , f o r e v i l i s \VOL>LI , i t i s t h i s p a r a s i t i c 
and abnormal g r o w t h i n human n a t u r e . Due t o h i s u n c o r r u p t e d n a t u r e 
C h r i s t d i d n o t have t o d i e , b u t t o be s u b j e c t e d t o t h e power o f 
d e a t h was t h e f r e e a c t o f i n c a r n a t e God. I t i s t r u e i n d e e d , t h a t 
" e v e r y t h i n g depends h e r e upon o u r a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s ' . 
We have t o c o n c l u d e t h a t t h e human n a t u r e , w h i c h i s assumed 
i n t o t h e d i v i n e h y p o s t a s e s i s t h a t f i r s t f ormed human n a t u r e , n a t u r e 
i n t h e p r e - f a l l e n , u n d o r r u p t e d s t a t e . B u t even t h i s n a t u r e was 
l i a b l e t o c o r r u p t i o n , i . e . t o d e a t h . John Damascene suggested a 
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d i s t i n c t i o n between meanings f o r t h e word ' c o r r u p t i o n ' . On t h e 
one hand i t d e n o t e s t h e p a s s i v e s t a t e s o f man such as hunger, 
t h i r s t and even d e a t h . Man i s c a p a b l e o f a l l these t t / A i ^ by n a t u r e . 
And i n t h i s sense t h e human n a t u r e o f C h r i s t was c o r r u p t e d . B u t i t 
i s n o t c o r r u p t e d i n t h e sense t h e n a t u r e o f t h e f a l l e n man i s 
c o r r u p t e d , i . e . i t i s n o t o n l y l i a b l e t o d e a t h b u t i n e v i t a b l y must 
d i e . I n o t h e r words, C h r i s t ' s d e a t h i s n o t t h e wages o f s i n , b u t h i s 
f r e e s u b m i s s i o n t o d e a t h - i n o r d e r t o overcome d e a t h . 
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God's a s s u m p t i o n o f human n a t u r e does n o t l i m i t h i s D i v i n i t y , 
i t "was, on t h e c o n t r a r y , a l i f t i n g - u p o f man, a ' d e i f i c a t i o n 1 o f 
42 
human n a t u r e " . T h i s i s t h e d e i f i c a t i o n Adam c o u l d have a c h i e v e d . 
The human n a t u r e , though s t i l l l i a b l e t o m o r t a l i t y , i s d e i f i e d 
because i t i s u n i t e d w i t h t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e i n the d i v i n e h y p o s t a s i s . 
T h i s i s , one m i g h t say, t h e second s o t e r i o l o g i c a l achievement o f t h e 
i n c a r n a t i o n . The f i r s t one i s t h e assum p t i o n , t h e second one t h e 
d e i f i c a t i o n and t h e t h i r d one t h e i m m o r t a l i t y o f human n a t u r e 
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Because God i s u n i t e d w i t h t h e human n a t u r e f o r e v e r , human 
n a t u r e i s d e i f i e d a l r e a d y t h r o u g h t h e i n c a r n a t i o n . Due t o t h e h y p o s t a t i c u n i o n two c o m p l e t e l y new t h i n g s have happened: God i n 45 
t h e f l e s h and man i n heaven . The i n t i m a t e communion between man 
and God i s e s t a b l i s h e d and t h i s i s t h e f i r s t a c t o f s a l v a t i o n , 
because " t h e r e b y t h e image o f God i s a g a i n r e - e s t a b l i s h e d i n man"^. 
Human n a t u r e i s b r o u g h t i n t o communion w i t h God a g a i n and 
c o n s e q u e n t l y t h e image o f God i n man cannot be overcome, changed o r 
quenched by e v i l powers anymore. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t i c e t h a t 
P l o r o v s k y r e g a r d s t h e i n c a r n a t i o n a l r e a d y as t h e essesnce o f 
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s a l v a t i o n . The I n c a r n a t i o n i s t h e i m p o r t a n t m a t t e r , n o t j u s t t h e 
c r o s s . We m i g h t even say t h a t F l o r o v s k y " f l i s t i n g u i s h e s " two a c t s 
o f s a l v a t i o n : t h e i n c a r n a t i o n and t h e c r o s s . They must however 
rot be s e p a r a t e d f r o m each o t h e r b u t c o n s t i t u t e as a whole t h e one 
rede e m i n g work o f C h r i s t . The two a r e d i f f e r e n t a s p e c t s o f t h e 
r e d e m p t i o n o f t h e human n a t u r e , because "Our Lord ' s l i f e i s one 
o r g a n i c w h o l e , and h i s redeeming a c t i o n c annot be e x c l u s i v e l y 
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c o n n e c t e d w i t h any one p a r t i c u l a r moment i n t h a t l i f e " . F l o r o v s k y 
can even say t h a t t h e c r o s s i s n o t h i n g b u t an " e x t e n s i o n o f t h e 
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I n c a r n a t i o n . U l t i m a t e l y b o t h a r e t h e one redeeming work o f God, 
t h e s a l v a t i o n o f human n a t u r e t h r o u g h a s s u m p t i o n , d e i f i c a t i o n and 
t h e g i f t o f i m m o r t a l i t y . The l a t t e r , however, c o u l d be a c h i e v e d 
enly t h r o u g h t h e d e a t h o f C h r i s t . B e i n g a pure and i n c o r r u p t e d man 
C h r i s t ' s l i f e i n t h i s c o r r u p t e d w o r l d i n e v i t a b l y had t o be a l i f e o f 
s u f f e r i n g . Though C h r i s t b r i n g s t h e s a l v a t i o n , t h e w o r l d r e j e c t s 
him, w h i c h f i n a l l y l e a d s t o t h e d e a t h o f Jesus. We have t o keep i n 
mind however t h a t t h i s d e a t h was n o t o f n a t u r a l n e c e s s i t y f o r C h r i s t 
as i t i s f o r t h e f a l l e n c r e a t u r e s , b u t i t i s h i s f r e e w i l l and 
d e c i s i o n t o d i e . 
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j5. The p a s s i o n and d e a t h o f C h r i s t 
We saw t h a t God's response t o t h e m i s e r y o f t h e f a l l e n w o r l d was 
t h e i n c a r n a t i o n o f h i s o n l y b e g o t t e n Son. I n assuming a s p o t l e s s 
an d i n c o r r u p t e d human n a t u r e C h r i s t became man i n o r d e r t o d i e , 
i . e . t o overcome t h e u l t i m a t e m i s e r y o f man, h i s m o r t a l i t y . The 
d e a t h o f C h r i s t however i s h i s f r e e d e c i s i o n . To c l a r i f y t h i s 
freedom F l o r o v s k y r e f e r s t o a d i s t i n c t i o n , w h i c h was a l r e a d y made 
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by John Damascene and S. Maximus : t h e d i s t i n c t i o n "between t h e 
a s s u m p t i o n o f human n a t u r e and t h e t a k i n g up o f s i n by C h r i s t " ' ' . 
C h r i s t assumes human n a t u r e , b u t he w i l l s d e a t h . A c c o r d i n g t o 
F l o r o v s k y t h e t a k i n g up o f s i n i s an a c t o f w i l l , w h i c h does n o t 
l e a d t o t h e consequence t h a t C h r i s t must d i e because o f t h i s s i n . 
The o n l y n e c e s s i t y f o r C h r i s t ' s d e a t h i s t h e n e c e s s i t y o f t h e 
d i v i n e w i l l . " T h i s ' D i v i n e n e c e s s i t y ' o f t h e d e a t h on t h e Cross 
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passes a l l u n d e r s t a n d i n g i n d e e d " , b u t i t i s u l t i m a t e l y an a c t o f 
God's l o v e f o r mankind. T h i s d i v i n e 5 i t o f t h e d e a t h o f C h r i s t 
m a n i f e s t s h i s freedom, t h e freedom o f t h e p e r s o n , as w e l l as t h e 
freedom o f n a t u r e . F l o r o v s k y ' s s t r e s s l i e s on t h i s freedom o f God 
t o d i e a c c o r d i n g t o h i s humani t y . Emphasising t h i s d i v i n e freedom 
however, F l o r o v s k y does n o t g i v e a s a t i s f a c t o r y i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f t h e 
agony o f C h r i s t i n t h e garden, he l e a v e s t h i s problem u n d i s c u s s e d 
i n o r d e r t o s t r e s s t h a t C h r i s t "was n o t a p a s s i v e v i c t i m , b u t t h e 
Conqueror, even i n h i s u t t e r m o s t h u m i l i a t i o n . He knew t h a t t h i s 
h u m i l i a t i o n was no mere endurance o r obedience, b u t t h e v e r y p a t h 
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o f G l o r y and t h e u l t i m a t e v i c t o r y " . T h i s means however t h a t Christ' 
d e a t h changes t h e meaning o f human d e a t h , because man's d e a t h i s 
i n e v i t a b l e , w h i l e C h r i s t ' s d e a t h i s "a s o r t o f new d e a t h , f o r e v e r y -
o 
t h i n g was i n t h e pwer o f t h e d y i n g One and d e a t h d i d n o t come t o h i s 
54 : body u n t i l he d e s i r e d i t " . F l o r o v s k y u n d e r l i n e s t h i s freedom o f 
C h r i s t i n t a k i n g up d e a t h when he i n t e r p r e t s t h e L a s t Supper as t h e 
f r e e a n t i c i p a t i o n o f t h e d e a t h on t h e c r o s s . "By o f f e r i n g H i s body 
as f o o d , He c l e a r l y showed t h a t t h e s a c r i f i c i a l o f f e r i n g o f t h e lamb 
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had a l r e a d y (!) been a c c o m p l i s h e d " . I n g i v i n g h i s own body and 
b l o o d t o h i s d i s c i p l e s h i s d e a t h i s a n t i c i p a t e d and t h e s a l v a t i o n o f 
human n a t u r e i s a l r e a d y i m p l i e d i n t h i s s a c r a m e n t a l c e l e b r a t i o n . 
Whether t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f t h e L a s t Supper n a r r a t i v e can be 
p r o v e d t o be a c o r r e c t e x e g e s i s o r n o t , s h a l l be l e f t o u t h e r e . B u t 
i t i s o b v i o u s t h a t F l o r o v s k y wants t o emphasize t h e freedom o f C h r i s t 
and t h e r e f o r e d i s m i s s e s o t h e r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f C h r i s t ' s d e a t h as 
i n a d e q u a t e . 
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The c r o s s i s n o t t o be i n t e r p r e t e d i n ways w h i c h suggest 
t h a t t h e r e were s p e c i a l c o n d i t i o n s , w h i c h n e c e s s i t a t e d C h r i s t ' s 
d e a t h , because t h i s d e a t h was a b s o l u t e l y f r e e , an a c t o f d i v i n e 
l o v e and t h e r e f o r e c o n d i t i o n e d o n l y by God. T h i s I s c e r t a i n l y 
an i m p o r t a n t and c o r r e c t p o i n t . F l o r o v s k y t h e r e f o r e d i s m i s s e s t h e 
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" m o r a l , and s t i l l more t h e l e g a l o r j u r i d i c a l c o n c e p t i o n s " , 
w h i c h t r y t o i n t e r p r e t t h e c r o s s i n s e t t i n g t h e work o f r e d e m p t i o n 
i n t o t h e h i g h e r frame o f a l e g a l concept. I n o r d e r t o s a f e g u a r d 
God's freedom P l o r o v s k y i s opposed t o t h e concepts o f a j u s t i t i a 
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v i n d i c a t i v a , o f a i u s t i t l a r e t r i b u t i v a , " which m i g h t p o s s i b l y 
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have been i n t h e d e a t h o f even a r i g h t e o u s man" and o f a s a t i s f a c t i o 
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v i c a r i a . A l l these c o n c e p t i o n s o f a v i n d i c a t o r y j u s t i c e cannot 
e x p l a i n t h e c r o s s , f o r t h e y "can n e v e r be more t h a n c o l o u r l e s s 
a n t h r o p o m o r p h i s m " ^ . K" AT' I^OVCIAV dlt f ift>dv «V, j / U OVK ^ ^ J f * 1 ) 
I/K'^WW 00 ^ 3 o c r u t j - «$j n ^ w V , '<kMl x t i / w t f j J n i j 
TO" cl$H*JivT . The freedom o f God i s t h e o n l y reason 
and adequate concept f o r t h e c r o s s , t h e freedom o f God and t h e r e f o r e 
h i s l o v e . Love i s t h e o n l y c o n d i t i o n f o r t h e c r u c i f i x i o n and t h u s 
P l o r o v s k y d i s m i s s e s t h e Godforesakenness o f C h r i s t because -
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a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y - l o v e does n o t want s u f f e r i n g and d e a t h , 
b u t freedom and g l o r y . T h e r e f o r e F l o r o v s k y c o n c e i v e s o f t h e c r o s s 
as a p l a c e o f supreme g l o r y . 
"The d e a t h o f C h r i s t i s i t s e l f a l r e a d y t h e v i c t o r y over d e a t h , 
n o t o n l y as a t r i u m p h o f h u m i l i t y and l o v e , b u t above a l l as a 
v i c t o r y o f i m m o r t a l i t y and l o v e . I t i s a v i c t o r y n o t o n l y because i t 
i s f o l l o w e d by t h e R e s u r r e c t i o n . The R e s u r r e c t i o n orifcr r e v e a l s and 
d i s c l o s e s t h e v i c t o r y a c h i e v e d on t h e Cross. The R e s u r r e c t i o n i s 
a l r e a d y a c h i e v e d i n t h e v e r y f a l l i n g - a s l e e p o f t h e God-man"^. The 
d e a t h o f C h r i s t was a v i c t o r y n o t so much because i t was t h e d e a t h 
o f an i n n o c e n t man, b u t because i t was t h e d e a t h o f the I n c a r n a t e 
God. F l o r o v s k y i s i n t e r e s t e d i n t h e f a c t t h a t t h e I n c a r n a t e God 
d i e d , b u t d i s m i s s e s a l l concepts r e f e r r i n g t o ransom, p e n a l t y e t c . 
Because i t i s God who s u b j e c t s h i m s e l f i n a l l l o v i n g freedom t o d e a t h , 
t h i s d e a t h i s a l r e a d y t h e end o f d e a t h . Death i s made p o w e r l e s s 
and t h e r e f o r e t h e s i g n o f t h e c r o s s i s n o t so much a s i g n o f h u m i l i t y 
b u t t h e s i g n o f supreme g l o r y and v i c t o r y . C h r i s t " l a y s down h i s 
l i f e , b u t he has power t o t a k e i t a g a i n ; and t h e v e i l i s r e n t , f o r 
t h e m y s t e r i o u s d o o r s o f heaven are opened; t h e r o c k s a r e c l e f t , t h e 
dead r i s e .... He d i e s , b u t he g i v e s l i f e , and by h i s d e a t h he 
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d e s t r o y s d e a t h . He i s b u r i e d , b u t he r i s e s a g a i n . He goes down 
65 
i n t o h e l l , b u t he b r i n g s up t h e s o u l s " . Because t h e d e a t h o f 
t h e i n c a r n a t e God d e s t r o y s d e a t h " i t i s by t h e Cross that-
u l t i m a t e Joy e n t e r s t h e w o r l d " . T h i s c o n c e p t i o n o f a t h e o l o g i a 
g l o r i a i s F l o r o v s k y 1 s o p p o s i t i o n t o a mere t h e o l o g i a c r u c i s . God's 
freedom i s m a n i f e s t e d on t h e c r o s s i n o r d e r t o g l o r i f y him and h i s 
c r e a t u r e ^ . Thus "Orthodox T h e o l o g y i s e m p h a t i c a l l y a ' t h e o l o g y 
o f g l o r y ' b u t o n l y because i t i s p r i m a r i l y a ' t h e o l o g y o f t h e Cross' 
" L i f e p u t t o d e a t h , L i f e D i v i n e sentenced t o d e a t h by men -
t h i s i s t h e m y s t e r y o f t h e C r u c i f i x i o n " * ^ . Do we have t o say t h a t 
God d i e d on t h e c r o s s ? T h i s i s a most c r u c i a l q u e s t i o n t o answer 
when r e a d i n g F l o r o v s k y * s e x p l a n a t i o n s . F l o r o v s k y i s c l o s e t o t h i s 
p o s i t i o n o f t h e d e a t h o f God, b u t he never reaches i t . He says 
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s e v e r a l t i m e s , t h a t God d i e s , b u t o n l y i n h i s humanity. N a t u r e 
however cannot be l o o k e d upon a p a r t f r o m h y p o s t a s i s . These two 
a r e d i f f e r e n t a s p e c t s o f t h e same t h i n g . As r e g a r d s C h r i s t ' s d e a t h 
t h i s scheme however becomes u n c e r t a i n i n F l o r o v s k y ' s system. He 
says: "The L o r d d i e d on t h e Cross .... t h i s was t h e d e a t h o f (!) 
t h e i n c a r n a t e Word, d e a t h w i t h i n t h e i n d i v i s i b l e H y p o s t a s i s o f t h e 
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Word made man, t h e d e a t h o f t h e 1 e n h y p o s t a t i z e d ' h u m a n i t y " . How 
a r e we t o u n d e r s t a n d t h e s e f o u r e x p l a n a t i o n s of C h r i s t ' s death? I 
suppose one has t o g i v e s p e c i a l emphasis t o t h e words " i n c a r n a t e " , 
"made man" and "humanity". God d i e s o n l y i n so f a r as h i s h u m a n i t y 
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i s c oncerned, t h i s however does n o t a f f l i c t t h e d i v i n e p e r s o n . 
I n t a k i n g up t h e p h i l o s o p h i c a l d e f i n i t i o n o f t h e human d e a t h as 
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t h e s e p a r a t i o n o f s o u l and body , F l o r o v s k y a s s e r t s t h a t C h r i s t ' s 
d e a t h was an i n c o r r u p t e d d e a t h i n t h e sense t h a t t h e d i v i n e h y p o s t a s 
h o l d s t h e d i s c o n n e c t e d elements o f human n a t u r e t o g e t h e r . B o t h 
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re m a i n u n i t e d t hough b e i n g s e p a r a t e d f r o m each o t h e r i n d e a t h 
"The L o r d ' s body (!) s u f f e r e d t h e c o r r u p t i o n t h a t i s , t h e s e p a r a t i o n 
o f t h e s o u l f r o m t h e body. B u t i n no way d i d i t undergo t h a t s o r t 
o f c o r r u p t i o n , w h i c h i s t h e complete d e s t r u c t i o n o f t h e f l e s h and 
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d e c o m p o s i t i o n " . Thus t h e h u m a n i t y o f C h r i s t d i e s , b u t t h e d i v i n e 
h y p o s t a s i s l i v e s , i s l i f e , c o n s e q u e n t l y i t i s a d e a t h w i t h i n t h e 
h y p o s t a s i s o f God. The assumed human n a t u r e s u f f e r s t h e s e p a r a t i o n 
o f s o u l and body because t h e d i v i n e p e r s o n w i l l e d d e a t h , human 
d e a t h . But t h o u g h human n a t u r e i s u n i t e d w i t h t h e h y p o s t a s i s , one 
cannot say - a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y - t h a t God d i e s , he d i e s o n l y 
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a c c o r d i n g t o h i s humanity. F l o r o v s k y ' s emphasis on t h e d i s t i n c t i o n 
between p e r s o n and n a t u r e , w h i c h i s - t h e p r e - e m i n e n t p r e s u p p o s i t i o n 
f o r h i s whole t h e o l o g y , l e a d s him t o a p o s i t i o n , w h i c h i s c l o s e t o 
a p o s i t i o n w h i c h a s s e r t s t h e s u f f e r i n g and d e a t h o f God, b u t because 
o f h i s s t r e s s on t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n he cannot a s s e r t i t p r o p e r l y . 
T a k i n g up C h r i s t o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n s w h i c h are c l o s e r t o A l e x a n d r i a 
t h a n t o A n t i o c h w i t h t h e emphasis on t h e D i v i n i t y o f C h r i s t and on 
t h e a n h y p o s t a s i a o f t h e human n a t u r e , F l o r o v s k y cannot a d m i t t h e 
s u f f e r i n g o f God, o r even t h e d e a t h o f God. Though he i s c l o s e t o 
t h i s p o s i t i o n h i s h a b i t o f d i s t i n g u i s h i n g p e r s o n and n a t u r e seems 
t o l e a d t o a p o s i t i o n w h i c h a l m o s t s e p a r a t e s them f r o m each o t h e r 
and o v e r l o o k s t h e i r u n i t y . For i t i s i m p o s s i b l e t o t a l k about t h e 
d e a t h o f human n a t u r e w i t h o u t t a l k i n g a t t h e same t i m e about t h e 
d e a t h of t h e pe r s o n . A r e a l d e a t h can o n l y be somebody's d e a t h , f o r 
o n l y somebody can d i e , i . e . a pe r s o n . T h i s however means t h a t 
C h r i s t d i e d , because " t h e r e was no human h y p o s t a s i s i n C h r i s t " . We 
come back t o t h e consequences o f F l o r o v s k y ' s c o n c e p t o f t h e d e a t h o f 
C h r i s t i n our c o n c l u s i o n s . 
F l o r o v s k y comes now t o t h e s o t e r i o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s o f 
C h r i s t ' s d e a t h and c o n t i n u e s w i t h t h e a s s e r t i o n t h a t t h i s d e a t h o f 
C h r i s t was "a human d e a t h i n d e e d b u t o b v i o u s l y d e a t h w i t h i n t h e 
h y p o s t a s e s o f t h e Word, t h e I n c a r n a t e Word. And thence a r e s u r r e c t i n g 
d e a t h " ^ . Because C h r i s t ' s d e a t h was an i n c o r r u p t e d d e a t h and t h e r e -
f o r e d e a t h and c o r r u p t i o n were made p o w e r l e s s i n t h i s d e a t h , t h i s 
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d e a t h i s t h e b e g i n n i n g o f t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n o f human n a t u r e . I n h i s 
v o l u n t a r y a c t o f w i l l i n g and t a k i n g up d e a t h C h r i s t overcame d e a t h . 
T h i s a s p e c t o f C h r i s t ' s v i c t o r y o v e r d e a t h i s seconded by t h e o t h e r 
t h a t h i s d e a t h was n o t l i k e human d e a t h , i . e . t h e wages o f s i n , b u t 
an i n c o r r u p t e d d e a t h . T h i s d e a t h i s n o t h i n g b u t a p a s s i n g t h r o u g h t o 
l i f e , t o i m m o r t a l i t y . T h e r e f o r e F l o r o v s k y and t h e Orthodox t r a d i t i o n 
a s s e r t t h a t t h e c r u c i f i x i o n i s t h e day o f g l o r y and v i c t o r y . 
There two a s p e c t s o f C h r i s t ' s d e a t h - h i s f r e e v o l i t i o n t o d i e 
and t h e d y i n g as an i n c o r r u p t - a r e summed up i n t h e te r m s a c r i f i c e . 
F l o r o v s k y i s r e f e r r i n g t o t h i s i n d e s c r i b i n g t h e whole C h r i s t - e v e n t . 
"The s a c r i f i c i a l o f f e r i n g b e g i n s on e a r t h and i s consummated i n 
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heaven" . S a c r i f i c e i s a s u r r e n d e r , t h i s however n o t i n a m o r a l 
sense, b u t F l o r o v s k y q u i c k l y s t r e s s e s t h a t t h e s i g n i f i c a n c e o f 
s a c r i f i c e i s t h e power o f l o v e . Love i s t h e u l t i m a t e m o t i v e f o r 
C h r i s t ' s i n c a r n a t i o n and d e a t h . C h r i s t d i d n o t j u s t p e r m i t d e a t h t o 
come, d i d n o t j u s t s u r r e n d e r t o t h e i n e v i t a b i l i t y o f t h e p o l i t i c a l 
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f o r c e s , b u t w i l l e d h i s d e a t h . Thus h i s s a c r i f i c e i s n o t u n d e r s t o o d 
as a s a c r i f i c e f o r God i n o r d e r t o p l e a s e o r t o s a t i s f y God. "The 
s a c r i f i c e i s n o t m e r e l y an o f f e r i n g , b u t r a t h e r a d e d i c a t i o n , a 
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c o n s e c r a t i o n t o God" . C h r i s t o f f e r s h i s human n a t u r e t o God i n 
o r d e r t o u n i t e i t w i t h God t o a p e r f e c t u n i o n i n i m m o r t a l i t y . Thus 
i n t h i s o f f e r i n g human n a t u r e i s cl e a n s e d . "The power o f a 
s a c r i f i c i a l o f f e r i n g i s i n i t s c l e a n s i n g and h a l l o w i n g e f f e c t . And 
8l 
t h e power o f t h e Cross i s t h a t t h e Cross i s t h e p a t h t o G l o r y " 
F l o r o v s k y i n t r o d u c e s a c o u n t e r - d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e r e m i s s i o n o f 
s i n s and t h e g l o r i f i c a t i o n o f man. B o t h a re as i t were e f f e c t s o f 
C h r i s t ' s s a c r i f i c e on t h e c r o s s . Through t h e c r o s s t h e s i n s o f men 
ar e f o r g i v e n , washed anay. F l o r o v s k y t h e r e f o r e speaks o f a b a p t i s m 
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w i t h b l o o d . "The d e a t h on t h e Cross as a b a p t i s m by b l o o d i s 
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t h e v e r y essence o f t h e redeeming m y s t e r y o f t h e Cross" . Man's 
n a t u r e i s c l e a n s e d f r o m a l l t h e e v i l e f f e c t s c o r r u p t i o n and p a s s i o n s 
had upon i t . T h i s w a s h i n g away o f s i n i s what F l o r o v s k y u n d e r s t a n d s , 
when he t a l k s a b out t h e f o r g i v e n e s s o f s i n , i . e . a bout t h e j u s t i f i c a t i o n 
o f man t h r o u g h C h r i s t . The c o r r u p t i o n o f man's n a t u r e i s overcome, 
b u t t h i s i s seconded by t h e more i m p o r t a n t f a c t t h a t a l l i n f i r m i t i e s 
o f human n a t u r e a r e overcome i n t h i s b a p t i s m o f b l o o d as w e l l . Man's 
c a p a b i l i t y o f m o r t a l i t y i s washed away as o t h e r n a t u r a l i n f i r m i t i e s , 
( w h i c h F l o r o v s k y does n o t l i s t ) . Thus t h i s s a c r i f i c i a l b l o o d o f 
C h r i s t i s t h e way t o t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n o f a l l mankind, i . e . t o man's 
g l o r i f i c a t i o n . The s a c r i f i c e o f t h e c r o s s has t h e r e f o r e a t w o f o l d 
e f f e c t : t h e f o r g i v e n e s s o f s i n s and t h e g r a n t i n g o f i m m o r t a l i t y . 
We w i l l now c o n s i d e r how F l o r o v s k y c o n c e i v e s o f t h e redeeming work 
o f C h r i s t , i . e . t h e s a l v a t i o n o f man. 
4. C h r i s t , t h e redeemer - S o t e r i o l o g y 
4.1 The t h r e e redeeming works o f C h r i s t 
Through t h e f a l l o f Adam a l l human n a t u r e became d e c e n t r a l i z e d , 
s p l i t i n t o two, w h i c h f i n a l l y was r e v e a l e d i n t h e i n e v i t a b l e d e a t h o f 
e v e r y man. I n d e a t h t h e human b e i n g i s decomposed and v a n i s h e s . 
Through t h e r e d e m p t i o n o f C h r i s t t h i s s p l i t i n human n a t u r e i s h e a l e d 
c o m p l e t e l y . The power o f d e a t h , i . e . t h e power t o d e s t r u c t t h e human 
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s t r u c t u r e , i s overcome . " i n t h e second Adam t h e p o t e n t i a l i t y o f 
i m m o r t a l i t y by p u r i t y and obedience was s u b l i m a t e d and a c t u a l i z e d 
85 
i n t o t h e i m p o s s i b i l i t y o f d e a t h " . We have t o remember however t h a t 
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t h i s a p p l i e s o n l y t o n a t u r e . N a t u r e i s h e a l e d w i t h a c e r t a i n 
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c o m p u l s i o n , w i t h o u t t h e consent o f man, i . e . s o l a g r a t i a . The 
w i l l o f man i s n o t h e a l e d i n t h e redeeming work o f C h r i s t because 
God l o v e s man. Love however i s i n F l o r o v s k y ' s c o n c e p t i o n always 
an a p p e a l t o human freedom. "Love does n o t impose t h e h e a l i n g by 
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c o m p u l s i o n as i t m i g h t have done" , b u t c a l l s man t o ascend t o 
God i n u t t e r freedom. Man's dehumanized s t a t u s o f m o r t a l i t y i s 
overcome i n C h r i s t f o r " t h e i n t e g r i t y o f human f a b r i c o r c o m p o s i t i o n 
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i s r e s t o r e d . Human e x i s t e n c e i s a g a i n r e n d e r e d t r u l y human" . Thus 
th e way f o r a p e r f e c t t h e o s i s i s opened f o r man, he i s enabled t o 
ascend t o God i n freedom, f o l l o w i n g t h e p a t h o f t h e o s i s because 
h i s n a t u r e w i l l n o t be decomposed anymore, i t s s t r u c t u r e w i l l s t a y 
s t a b l e , even when i t d i e s . For men w i l l s t i l l d i e , b u t t h e hope-
l e s s n e s s o f d e a t h i s overcome, t h u s d e a t h g a i n e d a new meaning, 
f o r C h r i s t i s r e s u r r e c t e d f r o m t h e dead. 
The c h r i s t i a n hope f o r t h e i m m o r t a l i t y o f human n a t u r e i s 
r o o t e d i n t h e h i s t o r i c a l e v e n t o f t h e s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n o f God, i . e . 
i n t h e r e d e m p t i v e work o f C h r i s t . I mentioned above t h e t h r e e main 
e f f e c t s o f s a l v a t i o n , w h i c h cannot be s e p a r a t e d f r o m each o t h e r 
b u t may be p r e s e n t e d i n a c e r t a i n o r d e r . The f i r s t e f f e c t o f t h e 
i n c a r n a t i o n i s t h e assu m p t i o n o f human n a t u r e i n t o an e v e r l a s t i n g 
communion w i t h God. "From now on human n a t u r e i s i n s e p a r a b l y u n i t e d 
w i t h t h e Godhead i n t h e i n d i v i s i b l e u n i t y o f t h e h y p o s t a s i s o f t h e 
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I n c a r n a t e Word" . Human n a t u r e was s e p a r a t e d f r o m God due t o t h e 
f a l l and became d e s t a b i i s e d , b u t now t h r o u g h t h e g r a c i o u s a c t of 
God i t i s r e i n t r o d u c e d i n t o t h e communion w i t h t h e d i v i n e . T h i s 
a s s u m p t i o n was n o t o n l y t h e assu m p t i o n " o f human n a t u r e , b u t a l s o 
o f a l l t h e f u l n e s s o f human l i f e " ^ . The te r m ' f u l n e s s ' wants t o 
d e n o t e t h a t C h r i s t was a r e a l man who e x p e r i e n c e d what a c r e a t e d 
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man d i d e x p e r i e n c e , though - s t r a n g e l y enough - t h e d i v i n e 
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h y p o s t a s i s c o n t i n u e s unchanged i n t h e i n c a r n a t i o n . There a re 
o n l y e f f e c t s f o r t h e human n a t u r e , f o r i t i s d e i f i e d i n t h i s u n i o n 
w i t h t h e d i v i n e . 
The second e f f e c t o f t h e r e d e m p t i v e work o f C h r i s t i s t h e g i f t 
o f i m m o r t a l i t y t o man. C h r i s t a c h i e v e s t h i s i n t a k i n g up t h e s i n o f 
man. The work o f assuming human n a t u r e i s an e s s e n t i a l and n a t u r a l 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n t o C h r i s t , w h i l e t h e t a k i n g up o f s i n i s t h e p e r s o n a l 
and r e l a t i v e a p p r o p r i a t i o n t o C h r i s t . T h i s r e f l e c t s a g a i n t h e 
d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and p e r s o n , t o be f o u n d even i n F l o r o v s k y ' s 
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S o t e r i o l o g y ! Because o f t h i s p e r s o n a l a s p e c t P l o r o v s k y 
emphasized t h e f r e e and u n n e c e s s i t a t e d a c t i v i t y o f C h r i s t . 
Because o f h i s l o v e f o r mankind he t a k e s upon h i m s e l f t h e s i n o f 
mankind. "He b e a r s i t i n such a way t h a t i t does n o t c o n s t i t u t e 
H i s own s i n , o r v i o l a t e t h e p u r i t y and i n t e g r i t y o f H i s n a t u r e ,.93 
and w i l l . C h r i s t does n o t have t o d i e , b u t w i l l s t o o f f e r t h i s 
s a c r i f i c e . " i n t h i s sense t h e L o r d a p p r o p r i a t e d t o h i m s e l f b o t h 
t h e c u r s e and our d e s e r t i o n , t h i n g s h a v i n g no r e l a t i o n t o ( h i s ) 
n a t u r e , b u t i t was t h u s t h a t he t o o k our p e r s o n and p l a c e d h i m s e l f 
„g4 
i n l i n e w i t h us . T a k i n g t h e s i n s o f t h e w o r l d t o h i m s e l f i n a l l 
freedom C h r i s t had t o d i e , f o r d e a t h i s t h e wages o f s i n , w h i c h 
C h r i s t t o o k upon h i m s e l f f r e e l y . E v e r y t h i n g depends here on t h e 
s t r e s s on t h e freedom o f C h r i s t , because F l o r o v s k y does n o t want 
t o u n d e r s t a n d C h r i s t ' s d e a t h as a ransom, a p e n a l t y or i n any 
j u r i d i c a l sense. "The s i n was d e s t r o y e d o n l y on t h e t r e e o f t h e 
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c r o s s , t h u s d e a t h c o u l d be overcome o n l y t h r o u g h the d e a t h o f 
l i f e i n o r d e r t h a t l i f e may come fr o m t h e grave. Through C h r i s t ' s 
d e a t h t h e condemnation o f each d e a t h i s a b o l i s h e d , human d e a t h i s 
no l o n g e r t h e wages o f s i n , b u t " d e a t h i s r e n d e r e d p o w e r l e s s , and t o 
a l l human n a t u r e i s g i v e n t h e power o f ' p o t e n t i a ' o f r e s u r r e c t i o n " " ^ 
C o n s e q u e n t l y everyone w i l l be r e s u r r e c t e d . Though everyone i s s t i l l 
g o i n g t o d i e , d e a t h i s n o t t h e end o f human e x i s t e n c e . To be dead 
i s a t r a n s i e n t s t a t u s f o r man, because everyone w i l l be r e s u r r e c t e d , 
f o r t h e pl e d g e i s g i v e n : C h r i s t i s r i s e n . Man r e g a i n e d t h e power 
f o r t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n t h r o u g h C h r i s t , t h u s F l o r o v s k y c a l l s t h e 
i n c a r n a t i o n " t h e q u i c k e n i n g o f man, as i t were, t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n o f 
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human n a t u r e " , w h i c h was r e v e a l e d t h r o u g h t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n o f 
C h r i s t . T h i s b r i n g s man back t o h i s o r i g i n a l s t a t e and even f u r t h e r 
f o r he g a i n s i m m o r t a l i t y , e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e . T h i s i s t h e r e c r e a t i o n 
o f human n a t u r e and a t the same t i m e a new c r e a t i o n , f o r from now on 
98 . 
man i s n o t m o r t a l anymore . The d e c o m p o s i t i o n o f man s n a t u r e i s 
overcome, once and f o r a l l . I n d e a t h s o u l and body w i l l be 
s e p a r a t e d b u t t h e y w i l l be u n i t e d a g a i n . Thus d e a t h has a new 
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meaning, f o r Death i s t r a n s f i g u r e d i n t o R e s u r r e c t i o n , each grave 
a l r e a d y p o i n t s t o t h e g e n e r a l r e s u r r e c t i o n o f m a n 1 ^ , i . e . t o h i s 
e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e . 
The h i g h l i g h t o f t h e r e d e m p t i v e work o f C h r i s t i s t h e t h i r d one 
the d e i f i c a t i o n o f human n a t u r e . I t i s a g a i n t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e o s i 
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w h i c h sums up t h e n a t u r a l and t h e p e r s o n a l a s p e c t o f C h r i s t ' s work, 
i . e . t h e a s s u m p t i o n o f and t h e g i f t o f i m m o r t a l i t y t o human n a t u r e . 
For t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n o f human n a t u r e and i t s assumption i n t o e v e r -
l a s t i n g communion w i t h God has made human n a t u r e r e c e p t i v e t o t h e 
H o l y S p i r i t a g a i n . Because human n a t u r e i s r e c r e a t e d t o i t s 
o r i g i n a l f u l n e s s men have " t h e power t o be, o r t o become, c h i l d r e n 
o f God, t h a t i s - t o be what we a r e d e s i g n e d t o be"^"'". We have 
a l r e a d y m e n t i o n e d t h a t a t r u e and complete t h e o s i s i s o n l y p o s s i b l e 
f o r t h e redeemed humanity. Freed f r o m a l l human i n f i r m i t i e s and 
f r o m m o r t a l i t y man i s capable o f an e v e r l a s t i n g communion w i t h God. 
F l o r o v s k y , however, goes one s t e p f u r t h e r : "By H i s Ascension t h e 
L o r d n o t o n l y opened t o man t h e e n t r a n c e o f heaven, n o t o n l y 
appeared b e f o r e t h e f a c e o f God on our b e h a l f and f o r our sake, b u t 
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l i k e w i s e ' t r a n s f e r r e d man' t o t h e h i g h p l a c e s " . Human n a t u r e 
appears i n heaven, t h u s t h e u l t i m a t e p o i n t o f r e d e m p t i o n i s t h e 
g l o r i f i c a t i o n o f man. I n t h e a s c e n s i o n " C h r i s t i s a l s o ' t h e f i r s t -
f r u i t s ' and H i s g l o r y i s t h e g l o r y o f human n a t u r e " 1 ^ . T h e o s i s i s 
th e u l t i m a t e purpose and g o a l o f C h r i s t ' s r e d e m p t i o n . The term 
t h e o s i s sums up what F l o r o v s k y means, when he speaks about t h e 
r e d e m p t i o n o f man and i t i s a g a i n t h e g o a l o f a n o t h e r d o c t r i n e , i t 
i s t h e h i g h l i g h t o f C h r i s t o l o g y ! 
4.2. The a b o l i t i o n o f human d e a t h 
4.2.1 The d o c t r i n e o f human d e a t h 
Death i s a c a t a s t r o p h e f o r man, a complete f a i l u r e , f o r he was 
c r e a t e d f o r e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e . T h e r e f o r e F l o r o v s k y a s s e r t s many 
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t i m e s t h a t d e a t h i s u l t i m a t e l y n o t a t a l l human, i t i s antihuman 
E v e r y man has t o d i e because of h i s s i n f u l c o n d i t i o n , because o f 
o r i g i n a l s i n . Thus d e a t h i s t h e s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n o f man's f a l l e n 
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s t a t e , f o r " m o r t a l i t y r e f l e c t s man's estrangement f r o m God" . T h i s 
o b v i o u s and i n e v i t a b l e s i g n o f man's s i n f u l s t a t e i s " t h e b a s i c 
p r i n c i p l e o f t h e whole C h r i s t i a n a n t h r o p o l o g y " 1 ^ . T h i s s e t s Lhe 
course f o r o u r d i s c u s s i o n . I t i s d e a t h w h i c h u l t i m a t e l y d e f i n e s man! 
T h i s however i s n o t t o be u n d e r s t o o d i n a p h i l o s o p h i c a l way, b u t -
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as F l o r o v s k y h a s t e n s t o emphasize - i n a t h e o l o g i c a l way , i . e . 
d e a t h i s and must be u n d e r s t o o d as t h e wages o f s i n (Rom 6,23). 
C o n s e q u e n t l y , d e a t h i s n o t f u l l y e x p l a i n e d i f one r e f e r s o n l y t o t h e 
o l d P l a t o n i c d e f i n i t i o n o f d e a t h as t h e s e p a r a t i o n o f s o u l and body, 
b u t one has t o c o n c e i v e of d e a t h f i r s t of a l l i n t h e t h e o l o g i c a l sense 
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as t h e wages o f s i n . F l o r o v s k y a t t e m p t s t o combine these two 
e x p l a n a t i o n s i n h i s d o c t r i n e o f d e a t h . Here l i e s t h e s p e c i a l 
p o i n t o f h i s d o c t r i n e , t h o u g h we f e e l c o m p i l e d t o ask, wh e t h e r 
i t i s b i b l i c a l and t h u s n e c e s s a r y t o t a l k o f these two a s p e c t s . 
We m e n t i o n e d above t h a t F l o r o v s k y uses t h e d i s t i n c t i o n 
between n a t u r e and p e r s o n even i n h i s S o t e r i o l o g y . The f i n a l g o a l 
o f t h e r e d e m p t i v e work o f C h r i s t i s t h e g i f t , o f i m m o r t a l i t y t o 
mankind. T h i s was a c h i e v e d t h r o u g h C h r i s t ' s d e a t h on t h e c r o s s . 
We have t o remember however t h e d i s t i n c t i o n s between c o r r u p t i o n 
and s i n w h i c h r e f e r s t o t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and person. 
T h i s however i s r e f l e c t e d i n F l o r o v s k y ' s u n d e r s t a n d i n g of t h e d e a t h 
o f C h r i s t . The t a k i n g up o f man's s i n s was - as we have seen -
t h e p e r s o n a l and r e l a t i v e a p p r o p r i a t i o n t o C h r i s t , w h i c h has t o be 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d f r o m t h e e x p l a n a t i o n o f p h y s i c a l s i d e s o f C h r i s t ' s 
death. C o n s e q u e n t l y F l o r o v s k y c o n c e i v e s o f two d e a t h s : t h e 
t h e o l o g i c a l d e a t h , w h i c h i s t h e wages o f s i n , and t h e p h y s i c a l 
d e a t h , w h i c h i s concerned w i t h t h e e x p l a n a t i o n o f what a c t u a l l y 
happens t o man's n a t u r e i n d e a t h , i . e . t h e s e p a r a t i o n o f t h e s o u l 
from t h e body. Due t o C h r i s t ' s d e a t h on t h e c r o s s t h e d e a t h , w h i c h 
i s t h e wages o f s i n , i s overcome once and f o r a l l , because C h r i s t 
t o o k t h e s i n s o f man t o h i m s e l f . T h i s i's t h e meaning o f t h e 
t h e o l o g i c a l d e a t h , r e f e r r i n g t o t h e p e r s o n a l a s p e c t o f man. T h i s 
a s p e c t o f t h e d e a t h o f C h r i s t i s complemented by t h e p h y s i c a l 
a s p e c t o f d e a t h , w h i c h w i l l be our concern i n t h e f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n . 
T h i s w i l l l e a d us t o a c l o s e r u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f F l o r o v s k y ' s a n t h r o p -
o l o g y , because he p r e s e n t s h i s d o c t r i n e o f t h e d e a t h o f C h r i s t a f t e r 
he expounded h i s d o c t r i n e o f t h e human d e a t h . We may ask however 
whe t h e r t h i s p r o c e d u r e l e a d s t o t h e danger o f i n t r o d u c i n g elements 
i n t o C h r i s t o l o g y w h i c h are a l i e n t o t h e C h r i s t i a n b e l i e f . 
4.2.1.1 The d e f i n i t i o n o f d e a t h 
"We may s t i l l use t h e o l d d e f i n i t i o n o f d e a t h : i t i s a s e p a r a t i o n 
o f s o u l f r o m body, U / f j f M J ^ V ' f o l I" > £ M / * * T f f \ (Nemesius, De n a t u r a 
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h o m i n i s 2 . . . . ) " . T h i s however must n o t be u n d e r s t o o d 
r e l e a s e o f t h e s o u l o u t o f t h e p r i s o n o f t h e body, b u t i n a 
use ' 
...no 
u n d e r s t o o d as a 
i l 01 
t h e o l o g i c a l sense^"^. Due t o t h e f a l l man had t o d i e beca " t h e s o u l l o s e s i t s v i t a l power, i s no more a b l e t o q u i c k e n t h e body 
The s o u l i s t h e l i f e - g i v i n g p r i n c i p l e o f human n a t u r e , b u t overpowered 
by e v i l and p a s s i o n s i t cannot u p h o l d t h e c o n n e c t i o n t o t h e body. 
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The u n i o n o f b o t h becomes u n s t a b l e , i n s e c u r e and i s f i n a l l y 
b r o k e n . C o n s e q u e n t l y what we d e s c r i b e d above as t h e n e g a t i v e and 
c o r r u p t i n g e f f e c t o f e v i l upon t h e human n a t u r e a p p l i e s o n l y t o 
t h e body. The body i s c o r r u p t e d , t h e s o u l however i s and remains 
p u r e . P l o r o v s k y t h e r e f o r e sees a p a r t i c u l a v e r i i n t h e p i a t o n i c 
c o n c e p t o f t h e r e l e a s e o f t h e s o u l f r o m t h e body i n d e a t h . "And 
i n d e e d o n l y t o o o f t e n t h e s o u l l i v e s i n t h e b<5dage o f t h e f l e s h . 
P l a t o n i s m was r i g h t i n i t s endeavour t o s e t f r e e t h e r e a s o n a b l e 
s o u l f r o m t h e bondage o f f l e s h l y desires""'"'1"'1. T h i s however must 
n o t l e a d t o t h e abandonment of t h e body: " C h r i s t i a n i t y i n s i s t s on 
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t h e p u r i f i c a t i o n o f t h e body as w e l l " . Why? T h i s s t a t e m e n t 
l e a d s us t o t h e a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l s t a t e m e n t t h a t man's n a t u r e i s a 
c o m p o s i t i o n o f t h e s o u l and t h e body. 
4.2.1.2. Human n a t u r e as c o m p o s i t i o n o f s o u l .and body 
"One may speak o f man as b e i n g 'one h y p o s t a s i s i n two n a t u r e s ' , 
and n o t o n l y o f , b u t p r e c i s e l y i n two n a t u r e s " . Consequently 
we have t o a v o i d f i r s t o f a l l one p o s s i b l e m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g : - t h e 
s o u l i s n o t t h e h y p o s t a s i s b u t an element o f t h e human n a t u r e , 
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w h i c h i s composed o f s o u l and body . But man i s never j u s t s o u l 
o r j u s t body. B o t h a re n e c e s s a r y p a r t s t o compose t h e human 
n a t u r e . Thus o n l y when t h y a r e u n i t e d a human b e i n g e x i s t s . 
P l o r o v s k y s t r e s s e s t h i s v e r y s t r o n g l y i n p o i n t i n g o u t t h a t t h e 
C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n i n t h i s r e s p e c t c l i n g s more t o A r i s t o t l e t h a n 
t o P l a t o , f o r A r i s t o t l e emphasized t h e u n i t y o f s o u l and body. The 
1 1 c 
s e p a r a t i o n o f them means t h a t man does n o t e x i s t any l o n g e r J . 
B e f o r e c o n t i n u i n g w i t h what human d e a t h i s , we want t o have a c l o s e r 
l o o k a t F l o r o v s k y ' s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e human s o u l ^ . 
The s o u l i s n o t immorlal by n a t u r e f o r c i J v H K ^ T O J i.crt K«U 
vV'*)~ro% S ^ A * ^ P l o r o v s k y ' s d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e s o u l f o l l o w s 
J u s t i n ' s arguments: t h e s o u l i s n o t l i f e , b u t p a r t a k e s i n t h e 
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d i v i n e l i f e and t h e r e f o r e has l i f e . Thus i f one c a l l s t h e s o u l 
i m m o r t a l one has t o say t h a t i t i s i m m o r t a l by t h e grace o f i t s 
C r e a t o r . The s o u l i s a c r e a t u r e , t h u s c o n t i n g e n t and w i t h a 
b e g i n n i n g . But what has been s a i d about c r e a t i o n i n g e n e r a l a p p l i e s 
e s p e c i a l l y t o t h e s o u l : i t has a b e g i n n i n g , y e t no end. Because 
i t o r i g i n a t e s i n God's e t e r n a l c r e a t i v e decree i t e x i s t s f o r e v e r , 
i s i m m o r t a l . Thus " ' i m m o r t a l i t y i s n o t an a t t r i b u t e o f t h e s o u l , 
b u t something w h i c h u l t i m a t e l y depends upon man's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h 
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God, h i s Master and C r e a t o r " . T h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p has t o be 
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u n d e r s t o o d as s t a t i c . God c r e a t e s t h e s o u l once, so t h a t i t e x i s t s 
f o r ever. The s o u l cannot l o s e i t s e x i s t e n c e because no p r o v i s i o n s 
are made t o re v o k e God's c r e a t i v e f i a t . "The concept of an i m m o r t a l 
s o u l may be a P l a t o n i c a c c r e t i o n , b u t t h e n o t i o n o f an 1 i n d e s t r u c t i b l e 
1 ?0 
person' i s an i n t e g r a l p a r t o f t h e Gospel" ~ . F l o r o v s k y a d m i t s t h a t 
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t h e c o n c e p t o f t h e i m m o r t a l i t a s animae i s P l a t o n i c , b u t he t r i e d 
t o g i v e t h i s i t s s p e c i a l t h e o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i n a s s e r t i n g 
t h a t t h e s o u l i s a c r e a t u r e o f God, t h u s has l i f e i n i t s e l f o n l y 
i n s o f a r as i t d e r i v e s f r o m God and p a r t a k e s i n t h e d i v i n e l i f e . 
A c c o r d i n g t o t h e l a s t quoted s t a t e m e n t man's s o u l i s what makes the 
p e r s o n a l i t y . I s t h e s o u l e q u i v a l e n t t o t h e image o f God i n man? 
We have a l r e a d y s t a t e d t h a t F .orovsky i s n o t e x p l i c i t about t h e 
i m a g o - d e i - d o c t r i n e . B u t i t may be s a i d , t h a t t h e s o u l i s t h e s e a t 
o f t h e image o f God i n man. I n t h e c o r r u p t e d s t a t e t h e body i s 
a f f e c t e d and i n a p r o c e s s o f d e c o m p o s i t i o n , w h i l e t h e image i s ov e r -
powered, weakened e t c . As a f a l l e n c r e a t u r e man " i s f a r f r o m God, 
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and God's f a c e i s n o t r e f l e c t e d i n h i s s o u l " . Thus we have t o 
c o n c l u d e t h a t t h e s o u l i s t h e b e a r e r o f t h e d i v i n e image a c c o r d i n g t o 
w h i c h man was c r e a t e d . The s o u l i s t h e b e a r e r o f i n d i v i d u a l i t y , o f 
p e r s o n a l i t y , and t h e s e a t o f t h e n a t u r a l w i l l , w h i c h always s t r i v e s 
a f t e r God, i s always l o o k i n g f o r an i n t i m a t e communion w i t h i t s 
C r e a t o r . Because i t wants t o r e l a t e t o God i t i s t h e l i f e - g i v i n g 
p r i n c i p l e i n man, h i s n a t u r a l , t hough c r e a t e d and God-given power t o 
l i v e . We can now c o r r e c t what we s t a t e d above: human n a t u r e i s t h e 
common p r i n c i p l e o f mankind as r e g a r d s t h e body. The s o u l however 
b e a r s t h e i n d i v i d u a l marks, though b e i n g a p a r t o f human n a t u r e as 
w e l l . "The i d e a o f p e r s o n a l i t y i t s e l f was a g r e a t C h r i s t i a n 
123 
c o n t r i b u t i o n t o p h i l o s o p h y " , w h i c h c o n c e i v e d o f t h e uniqueness o f 
t h e i n d i v i d u a l man i n a s t a t i c way, i t was a " ' s c u l p t u r a l ' uniqueness 
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an i n v a r i a b l e c r y s t a l l i z a t i o n o f a f r o z e n image" 
C o n c l u d i n g t h i s b r i e f p r e s e n t a t i o n we may say t h a t man i s one 
h y p o s t a s i s i n two n a t u r e s , s o u l and body. The body i s t h e common 
p r i n c i p l e t o a l l mankind, w h i l e t h e s o u l d enotes t h e p a r t i c u l a r . I t 
b e a r s t h e p e r s o n a l i t y o f man, as i t i s formed by t h e h y p o s t a s i s . I n 
t h i s u n i t y t h e y b u i l d t h e n a t u r e o f man and compose h i s b e i n g . 
Separated f r o m each o t h e r man ceases t o e x i s t , f o r he i s n e i t h e r j u s t 
s o u l n o r j u s t body. We saw above t h a t t h e f a l l e n c r e a t u r e d e s t r u c t s 
t h i s c o m p o s i t i o n , t h a t t h e human s t r u c t u r e r u n s o u t o f t u n e , because 
o f p e r s o n a l s i n and c o r r u p t i o n . Consequently t h e body becomes 
c o r r u p t e d , w h i l e t h e s o u l remains unharmed i n i t s good t e n d e n c i e s . 
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i . e . does n o t l o s e i t s f u n c t i o n o f b e i n g t h e p l a c e f o r the imago d e l , 
b u t i t i s overpowered and overshadowed by t h e e v i l p a s s i o n s w h i c h 
come fr o m t h e pe r s o n . Death i s t h e u l t i m a t e consequence o f t h i s 
d i s harmony, t h e u l t i m a t e d e s t r u c t i o n o f man's n a t u r e as c o m p o s i t i o n 
of s o u l and body. We w i l l now see how P l o r o v s k y c o n c e i v e s o f t h i s . 
Though P l o r o v s k y does n o t t a l k about t h e m a t t e r , we may now 
t r y t o summarize b r i e f l y how he c o n c e i v e s o f man. Man i s one 
h y p o s t a s i s i n two n a t u r e s . T h i s means n e g a t i v e l y t h a t man i s 
n e i t h e r j u s t s o u l n o r j u s t body. Thus we may d e f i n e h y p o s t a s i s as 
the e v e n t o f t h e c o n n e c t i o n o f t h e s e two n a t u r e s ' . I f t h e s e two 
n a t u r e s a r e s e p a r a t e d t h e h y p o s t a s i s does n o t e x i s t any l o n g e r . B ut 
i s i t p o s s i b l e t o d e f i n e t h e e x a c t c h a r a c t e r o f these two n a t u r e s ? 
As f a r as I u n d e r s t a n d F l o r o v s k y , i t i s wrong t o d e f i n e t h e body as 
mere e o r p o r a l i t y . F l o r o v s k y p r o b a b l y t r i e s t o d e s c r i b e these n a t u r e s 
i n a t t r i b u t i n g c e r t a i n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s t o them, b u t he cannot 
d e s c r i b e them f u l l y . Thus t h e s e two n a t u r e s a r e open c o n c e p t s , w h i c h 
cannot be e n c l o s e d by any d e s c r i p t i o n . He t r i e s t o d i s t i n g u i s h t h e 
two i n a s c r i b i n g t h e p e r s o n a l a s p e c t s o f man t o t h e s o u l . Thus the 
s o u l i s t h e b e a r e r o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , i n t h e o l o g i c a l 
t e r m s , i t i s the b e a r e r o f t h e imago d e i . T h i s however does n o t mean 
t h a t s o u l i s i d e n t i c a l w i t h h y p o s t a s i s , f o r , as I have s a i d , 
h y p o s t a s i s i s t h e e v e n t o f t h e c o n n e c t i o n o f t h e two n a t u r e s . 
F l o r o v s k y t h e r e f o r e a s s e r t s t h a t man always l i v e s w i t h i n two ' 
s o l i c i t a t i o n s , s o u l and body. Whether man, i . e . t h e b e i n g composed 
of s o u l and body, i s a s i n n e r o r w h e t h e r he l i v e s i n accordance t o 
God's w i l l depends on t h e q u a l i t y o f t h e r e l a t i o n o f these two 
n a t u r e s . I t i s t h e q u a l i t y o f t h e c o n n e c t i o n o f s o u l and body w h i c h 
makes t h e h y p o s t a s i s good o r bad. Thus h y p o s t a s i s i s n o t t o be 
u n d e r s t o o d as a " p a r t " o f t h e human c o n s t r u c t i o n , b u t i t i s t h e 
a c t u a l i z a t i o n o f one's n a t u r e . The q u a l i t y o f t h e c o n n e c t i o n o f t h e 
two n a t u r e s however depends on t h e h y p o s t a s i s , f o r i t i s t h e 
h y p o s t a s i s w h i c h "uses" i t s n a t u r e . 
4.2.1.3 Man's d e a t h 
I m m o r t a l i t y i s i n i t s e l f a n e g a t i v e t e r m , f o r i t p o i n t s t o i t s 
o p p o s i t e , t o m o r t a l i t y . One cannot t a l k about i m m o r t a l i t y w i t h o u t 
t a l k i n g about d e a t h . I n t h i s o b v i o u s f a c t F l o r o v s k y sees t h e reason 
f o r t h e C h r i s t i a n o p p o s i t i o n a g a i n s t a n a t u r a l i m m o r t a l i t a s animae, 
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w h i c h Greek p h i l o s o p h y p o s t u l a t e d . I n C h r i s t m o r t a l i t y and 
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I m m o r t a l i t y were u n i t e d h y p o s t a t i c a l l y and i n the same way man as 
th e h y p o s t a s e s i n two n a t u r e s u n i t e s h i s m o r t a l body w i t h h i s 
i m m o r t a l ( t h o u g h n o t by n a t u r e b u t by g r a c e ) s o u l . B ut t o be f u l l y 
human man needs b o t h n a t u r e s . T h i s i s ob v i o u s f o r F l o r o v s k y j u s t 
f r o m t h e phenomenon o f t h e f e a r o f d e a t h " i n t h e f e a r o f d e a t h t h e 
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p a t h o s o f human wholeness i s m a n i f e s t e d " , f o r d e a t h s e p a r a t e s 
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s o u l and body and t h u s d e s t r o y s t h e human wholeness . Thus d e a t h 
d e p r i v e s man o f h i s p r i v i l e g e d p o s i t i o n i n t h e c r e a t i o n as t h e o n l y 
c r e a t u r e , w h i c h was c r e a t e d f o r e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e . T h i s f a i l u r e i s 
due t o man's l o s t r e l a t i o n s h i p t o God, w h i c h man f o r s a k e s d e l i b e r a t e l y . 
C o n s e q u e n t l y d e a t h i s f i r s t o f a l l t h e s e l f r e v e l a t i o n o f s i n , 
because d e a t h i s t h e wages o f s i n . I t r e v e a l s man's t r u e c o n d i t i o n , 
h i s c o r r u p t e d body and h i s overpowered s o u l . The s o u l i s n o t a b l e 
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any l o n g e r t o g i v e l i f e t o t h e body , and. t h e r e f o r e t h e body d i e s . 
F l o r o v s k y t h e r e f o r e a s s e r t s t h a t " t h e q u e s t i o n o f d e a t h i s f i r s t t h e 
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q u e s t i o n o f t h e human body, o f t h e c o r p o r a l i t y o f man" . Due t o 
th e s e p a r a t i o n o f t h e body f r o m t h e s o u l man i s no more, o r as 
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F l o r o v s k y p u t s i t : "A dead man i s n o t f u l l y human" . T h i s i s a 
dangerous s t a t e m e n t emerging f r o m t h e d o c t r i n e o f the i m m o r t a l i t y o f 
t h e s o u l . The s o u l s t i l l e x i s t s , i . e . a p a r t o f man i s s t i l l t h e r e , 
i s s t i l l l i v i n g , b u t i t s o t h e r p a r t f a d e s away, o r as F l o r o v s k y p u t s 
i t : i s c l e a n s e d . T h i s e f f e c t however i s t h e second and even more 
i m p o r t a n t a s p e c t of t h e human d e a t h : "Death i s a l r e a d y , as i t were, 
t h e a n t i c i p a t i o n o f t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n . By d e a t h God n o t o n l y p u n i s h e s 
(!) b u t a l s o h e a l s f a l l e n and r u i n e d human n a t u r e " " ^ . Death has i n 
i t s e l f by t h e grace o f God a t w o f o l d and good meaning. F i r s t i t 
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c u t s t h e s i n f u l l i f e and e v i l s h o r t . Secondly i t s e r v e s God's good 
and h e a l i n g purpose, f o r the dead body does n o t j u s t decompose i n t o n o t h i n g n e s s , b u t i t i s c l e a n s e d f r o m a l l abnormal g r o w t h o f e v i l and 
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p u r i f i e d t o i t s o r i g i n a l f a s h i o n . Thus human d e a t h .implies 
a l r e a d y and fr o m a l l t i m e s a p o s s i b i l i t y o f a r e s u r r e c t i o n o f t h e 
s p o t l e s s body. T h i s p u r i f i c a t i o n i s , one m i g h t say, a n a t u r a l p r o c e s s , 
i n t e n d e d and i n i t i a t e d by God. Consequently F l o r o v s k y l i m i t s the 
power o f d e a t h j u s t t o one s i n g l e p o i n t : t h e i m p o s s i b i l i t y o f 
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r e t u r n i n g t o l i f e " . Soul and body cannot be r e u n i t e d by t h e i r own 
power, b u t t h e y a re ready f o r such a r e u n i f i c a t i o n , f o r the r e s u r r e c t i o r 
Only t h r o u g h t h e work o f C h r i s t even t h i s power o f d e a t h has been ove-
rcome, f o r C h r i s t overcame d e a t h i n h i s de s c e n t i n t o h e l l . Thereby 
he f r e e d t h e s o u l s and opened t h e way f o r t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n o f t h e bodies 
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o f a l l men. D i s c u s s i n g t h e descensus ad i n f e r n o s i n t h e f o l l o w i n g 
s e c t i o n we w i l l r e t u r n t o t h e q u e s t i o n o f who d i e d on t h e c r o s s . 
4.2.2. C h r i s t ' s d e s c e n t i n t o h e l l 
The d e s c e n t i n t o h e l l i s f o r F l o r o v s k y t h e most important, e v e n t i n 
th e o r d e r o f s a l v a t i o n . "Good S a t u r d a y i s more than E a s t e r - E v e " , 
because i t i s " n o t o n l y t h e eve o f our s a l v a t i o n , ( b u t ) i t i s t h e 
v e r y day o f our s a l v a t i o n .... ( f o r ) t h e descent i n t o H e l l i s 
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a l r e a d y t h e R e s u r r e c t i o n " ' " . I t w i l l be our concern i n t h e f o l l o w i n g 
d i s c u s s i o n t o p o i n t o u t what F l o r o v s k y means by these s t a t e m e n t s 
and why - i n h i s c o n c e p t i o n - t h e d e s c e n t i n t o h e l l sums up t h e 
s a l v a t i o n o f man t h r o u g h C h r i s t . 
B e f o r e F l o r o v s k y i s a b l e t o expound t h i s d o c t r i n e he has t o 
e x p l a i n what he a c t u a l l y means when he t a l k s about h e l l . An 
a p p r o p r i a t e u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f h e l l i s t h e necessary p r e s u p p o s i t i o n 
f o r t h i s t o p i c . H e l l has two meanings, i s a t w o f o l d r e a l i t y . On 
t h e one hand i t i s a l r e a d y e x p e r i e n c e d i n t h e l i f e o f t h e s i n n e r 
as h i s estrangement f r o m God, w h i c h he wanted t o l i v e i n , " i t i s a 
r e a l i t y , t o w h i c h many human b e i n g s a r e even now committed, by t h e i r 
own w i l l " . On t h e o t h e r hand i t denotes t h e real m o f d e a t h , i . e . 
the r e a l m o f m o r t a l i t y and c o r r u p t i o n , t h e r e a l m o f t h e disembodied 
s o u l s . I t i s " r a t h e r a p l a c e o f m o r t a l a n g u i s h than a p l a c e o f p e n a l 138 139 t o r m e n t s " . Because a l l men have d i e d , t h e y were a l l i n h e l l , 
t h u s h e l l i s t h e ' p r i s o n o f t h e s p i r i t s ' T h o u g h t h e s o u l s o f a l l 
men are i n t h i s p l a c e o f d i s c a r n a t i o n , Fl'orovsky c o n c e i v e s o f two 
d i f f e r e n t h e l l s , because i t i s i n c o n c e i v a b l e t o him " t h a t t h e s o u l s 
o f t h e u n r e p e n t a n t s i n n e r s and t h e P r o p h e t s o f t h e Old D i s p e n s a t i o n 
.... were i n t h e same ' h e l l ' " " ' " ^, b u t t h e y were n e v e r t h e l e s s under 
t h e power o f Satan, " s i n c e t h e y were c o n f i n e d i n d e a t h by t h e g r i p 
o f o n t o l o g i c a l p o w e r l e s s n e s s , n o t because o f t h e i r p e r s o n a l 
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p e r v e r s i o n s " . F l o r o v s k y i s n o t i n t e r e s t e d i n t h e n o t i o n o f h e l l 
as a p l a c e o f e n d l e s s s u f f e r i n g , t o r m e n t o r f i r e , b u t i t i s t h e 
p l a c e o f d e a t h . 
I t i s p r e c i s e l y i n t o t h i s r e a l m o f disembodied s o u l s t h a t 
C h r i s t descended t o . To be more p r e c i s e : where C h r i s t ' s human s o u l 
descended t o as w e l l as a l l o t h e r human s o u l s . B u t t h e r e i s an 
i m p o r t a n t d i f f e r e n c e here t o t h e d e a t h o f man. For i n C h r i s t ' s 
case t h e s o u l o f h i s human n a t u r e "never ceased t o be t h e ' v i t a l 
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power' o f t h e body" ", because C h r i s t ' s d e a t h was an i n c o r r u p t e d 
d e a t h . Thus t h e disembodiment o f t h e s o u l was a s e p a r a t i o n from t h e 
body, b u t i t was n o t a complete r u p t u r e , the. p o t e n t i a r e s u r r e c t i o n i s 
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was already manifest i n C h r i s t ' s human soul, because the soul 
was u n i t e d w i t h the d i v i n e nature i n the d i v i n e hypostases. As 
t h i s d e i f i e d soul "the soul of C h r i s t descends i n t o H e l l .... 
unseparated from the D i v i n i t y " a n d "by the power of His 
appearance and preaching, set them (the disembodied souls) f r e e , 
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(and) .... show(ed) them t h e i r deliverance" . We have t o conclude 
t h a t God himself entered the realm of death, entered h e l l i n order 
to f r e e the souls, t o give them l i f e . The souls saw the l i v i n g 
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C h r i s t . Through t h i s appearance of l i f e i n the realm of death 
h e l l i s destroyed once and f o r a l l . L i f e destroys death and thus 
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"there i s not one dead i n the grave" , f o r the p o t e n t l y 
r e s u r r e c t i o n i s and thus i m m o r t a l i t y i s g r a f t e d i n t o the human nature 
Because t h i s p o t e n t i a l of l i f e i s granted t o the soul, i t i s able t o 
r e u n i t e again w i t h i t s body. This p o t e n t i a l i s a new c r e a t i o n . 
At t h i s p o i n t we have t o c o r r e c t Florovsky. Because the soul gains 
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t h i s p o t e n t i a l , death i s not j u s t a problem of the body , but 
of the soul as w e l l . I t needed t h i s p o t e n t i a l t o r e u n i t e w i t h the 
^ody. C h r i s t ' s soul had t h i s power already, thus was able t o r e u n i t e 
w i t h the body. C h r i s t " k n i t t e d together again the disconnected 
slements, cementing them together, as i t were, w i t h a cement of His 
Divine power, and recombining what was severed i n a union never to 
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3e broken. And t h i s i s the Resurrection . The r e u n i f i c a t i o n of 
the soul w i t h the body i s the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the dead and th e r e f o r e 
C h r i s t ' s death foreshadows already h i s r e s u r r e c t i o n as w e l l as man's 
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"Death i t s e l f i s transmuted i n t o r e s u r r e c t i o n " , because "by the 
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descent i n t o H e l l He ( C h r i s t ) quickens death i t s e l f " , he gives 
power t o the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the souls, f o r he himself i s the 
'esurrection and the l i f e (Joh 11,25). The descent i n t o h e l l i s the 
r e s u r r e c t i o n of the dead i n the sense t h a t the souls are given the 
power of r e u n i t i n g w i t h the body. This i s a; p o t e n t i a l , but i t i s 
not r e a l i z e d yet. Before C h r i s t ' s appearance i n h e l l , which 
destroyed h e l l , a l l souls were i n t h i s realm of death. Now they are 
i n an intermediary s t a t e a t r e s t , a w a i t i n g the general r e s u r r e c t i o n . 
Florovsky i s not very e x p l i c i t about t h i s matter. I n the same way 
as he conceived of two h e l l s , one f o r the b e l i e v e r s and one f o r 
non-believers, he conceives of two states f o r the disembodied souls: 
The souls of the s a i n t s , of those who believed i n C h r i s t "are a l i v e 
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and share - i n a n t i c i p a t i o n , but r e a l l y - the e v e r l a s t i n g l i f e " , 
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but they are s t i l l a w a i t i n g the r e u n i f i c a t i o n w i t h t h e i r bodies 
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This concept i s the s t a r t i n g p o i n t and j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r a d o c t r i n e 
of the communion of s a i n t s , f o r the l i v i n g b e l i e v e r s share t h e i r 
l i f e i n C h r i s t w i t h the l i f e i n C h r i s t of the dead souls . Those 
souls however which belong to persons, who d i d not believe a t a l l 
or not enough are i n another intermediary s t a t e , separated from God. 
Only once Florovsky speaks about purgatory, which "includes but 
b e l i e v e r s , those of good i n t e n t i o n s , pledged to C h r i s t , but 
d e f i c i e n t i n growth and achievement" . This does not imply a 
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chance f o r r a d i c a l conversion . Nevertheless, whereever the 
souls are, a l l of them await t h e i r r e u n i f i c a t i o n w i t h t h e i r bodies. 
We have already mentioned t h a t the body i s cleansed i n human 
death from a l l i t s i n f i r m i t i e s . We w i l l conclude t h i s s e c t i o n w i t h 
a b r i e f look i n t o t h i s matter as regards C h r i s t i n order t o show 
t h a t the s a l v a t i o n of human nature i n Florovsky's theology includes 
the body and shows i n which way i t w i l l be resurrected. I n the 
same way as the soul remained connected t o the d i v i n e hypostasis i n 
C h r i s t ' s deaths the body i s not abandoned by the d i v i n i t y . "The 
Lord's f l e s h does not s u f f e r c o r r u p t i o n , i t remains i n c o r r u p t i b l e 
even i n death i t s e l f , i . e . a l i v e ( < ) , as though i t had never died" 
There i s no need f o r C h r i s t ' s body t o be cleansed from e v i l growths, 
f o r C h r i s t was f r e e from c o r r u p t i o n . I n t h i s s t a t e of i n c o r r u p t i o n 
h i s body has been t r a n s f i g u r e d i n t o a s t a t e of g l o r y , "has been 
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clothed i n power and l i g h t " , as Plorovsky t r i e s t o describe t h i s 
new body. This process was accomplished i n the triduum m o r t i s of 
C h r i s t ' s death. For common men i t takes from h i s death t o the a c t u a l 
day of the general r e s u r r e c t i o n . This process i m p l i e s a t r u e renewal 
of what has been and one step f u r t h e r , f o r the body i s now perf e c t e d , 
because i m m o r t a l i t y i s g r a f t e d i n t o i t . This i s a r e a l change i n the 
human c o n d i t i o n , though i t i s not a completely new, i . e . d i f f e r e n t 
c r e ature, which evolves. The body i s t r a n s f e r r e d i n t o a body of 
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g l o r y , of impeccable p e r f e c t i o n . C h r i s t as the f i r s t one who 
rose from the dead had t h i s body of g l o r y . This was not j u s t a 
r e s u r r e c t i o n f o r a time, i . e . a pr o l o n g a t i o n of the previous l i f e 
which would f i n a l l y end i n another death, but "His g l o r i f i e d Body 
was already exempt from the f l e s h l y order of existence"^ ^, i . e . 
m o r t a l i t y . 
Florovsky emphasized t h i s f a c t of i m m o r t a l i t y s t r o n g l y . M o r t a l i 
was the sign of the f a l l e n c r eature, i m m o r t a l i t y , the sign of the 
saved man. I n h i s g l o r i f i e d body C h r i s t appeared a f t e r the 
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r e s u r r e c t i o n , w i t h a body completely d e i f i e d . Man i s 
promised t o receive such a g l o r i f i e d body as w e l l . Florovsky 
argues according t o i.Cor 15,13-16: "St Paul meant to say t h a t 
the Resurrection of C h r i s t would become meaningless i f i t were 
not a u n i v e r s a l accomplishinent, i f the whole. Body were not i m p l i e -
. ] 62 
i t l y 'pre-resurrected' w i t h the Head" . This emphasizes again 
t h a t the h e a l i n g of the human nature i s u n i v e r s a l . The p o t e n t i a 
r e s u r r e c t i o n i s i s granted t o a l l souls and everybody w i l l be 
g l o r i f i e d u n t i l the day of the general r e s u r r e c t i o n . Human nature 
as a whole w i l l be saved and remain i n c o r r u p t i b l e , immortal and 
d e i f i e d . Whether man agrees w i t h t h i s or not does not r e a l l y 
matter, because t h i s r e c r e a t i o n of human nature i s a new c r e a t i o n 
i n the sense t h a t i t i s God's act alone, t h a t he heals nature w i t h 
a c e r t a i n compulsion, because i t i s h i s f r e e and l o v i n g w i l l t o 
save man. Thus from henceforth every disembodiment of the soul w i l l 
be but temporary. Consequently "no one, so f a r as nature i s concerned, 
can escape C h r i s t ' s k i n g l y r u l e , can a l i e n a t e himself from the power 
of the r e s u r r e c t i o n " " ' ^ . The h e a l i n g of the w i l l however must be 
s t r i c t l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d from t h i s . Man's nature i s saved i n and 
through C h r i s t , but the s a l v a t i o n of h i s w i l l i s man's own task, 
which he has t o f u l f i l i n the synergy between the d i v i n e energies 
and h i s own <* $ 1 0 Cc 1 ov. 
5- Conclusions 
Florovsky's C h r i s t o l o g y was p r e f i g u r e d i n h i s d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , 
which l a i d down the necessary presuppositions f o r the d o c t r i n e of 
redemption. The i n c a r n a t i o n of h i s Son was God's response t o the 
misery of man, who was i n the bondage of s i n . Man's nature, entangled 
i n c o r r u p t i o n , could only be healed by God alone, t h i s was the 
u l t i m a t e motive f o r the i n c a r n a t i o n . Describing the person of 
C h r i s t , Florovsky c l i n g s more t o the Alexandrian C h r i s t o l o g y than to 
Antioch, f o r he conceives of C h r i s t i n the Chalcedonian terms w i t h a 
s p e c i a l emphasis on the Godhead of C h r i s t . This became obvious as 
regards Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of the enhypostasia of human nature. I n 
the e x p o s i t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n we have already noted t h a t 
nature i s the d i s t i n g u i s h i n g p r i n c i p l e between the d i v i n e and the 
human. Ekrovsky uphoHs t h i s w i t h h i s emphasis on the f a c t t h a t 
" t h e r e was no human person i n C h r i s t " . Concluding from t h i s 
Florovsky asserted t h a t the s a l v a t i o n through C h r i s t i s the s a l v a t i o n 
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of human nature only, f o r "what i s not assumed i s not saved". This 
however gives r i s e t o some questions: How i s human nature under-
stood i n t h i s context? Does the human nature of C h r i s t bear s p e c i a l 
personal marks l i k e the human soul does i n the human composition of 
human nature? Prom the e x p o s i t i o n of presuppositions i n the 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n we may assume t h a t , though there i s no human 
hypostasis i n C h r i s t , h i s human nature bears the marks of p e r s o n a l i t y 
i n i t s soul as every other human nature does. This however gives 
r i s e t o the question, how Florovsky conceives of the a c t i v i t y of the 
man Jesus. Contemporary western theology asserts t h a t the main 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the man Jesus was h i s preaching of the foitihliA 
Too <J\.ou . According t o Florovsky the kingdom of God consists i n 
the f a c t of t h e o s i s , of the union between the d i v i n e and the human. 
Therefore we may assert t h a t Florovsky sums up the a c t i v i t y of the 
h i s t o r i c a l Jesus when he speaks of the union of natures. This i s 
why he understood the assumption of human nature as the f i r s t 
s o t e r i o l o g i c a l act of C h r i s t . We f e e l compelled t o ask, however, 
whether t h i s procedure i s l e g i t i m a t e , f o r i t presupposes a c e r t a i n 
understanding of what d i v i n e and human nature i s . Before one can 
speak of the kingdom of God and thus of C h r i s t ' s e a r t h l y a c t i v i t y , 
Florovsky has t o e x p l a i n what he understands when speaking of the 
d i v i n e and the human nature. We w i l l have t o ask however, who 
est a b l i s h e s t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n ? This w i l l be our concern i n the l a s t 
chapter. 
As regards the passion and death of C h r i s t Florovsky's sp e c i a l 
emphaas was the v o l u n t a r y character of Jesus' act. C h r i s t w i l l e d 
h i s death i n order t o save man, but he was not forced t o d i e . Here 
l i e s the u l t i m a t e reason why Florovsky's theology i s a th e o l o g i a 
g l o r i a e . C h r i s t ' s death on the cross r e s u l t e d i n a t w o f o l d under-
standing of death. We t r i e d t o d i s t i n g u i s h between the t h e o l o g i c a l 
and the ph y s i c a l meaning of the death of the Godman. Because C h r i s t 
w i l l e d h i s death, though he was innocent, t h i s death could not be 
the wages of s i n , but i t i s the a b o l i t i o n of s i n . C h r i s t died f o r 
the sins of a l l men, because he wanted t o take these sins t o himself. 
This personal a p p r o p r i a t i o n of death, which i s the t h e o l o g i c a l 
meaning of C h r i s t ' s death, has t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the 
i m p l i c a t i o n s , which are appropriated t o the ph y s i c a l death of C h r i s t , 
Consequently Florovsky used the d i s t i n c t i o n between person and 
n ature t o describe the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s of the death of 
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C h r i s t . I n order t o describe the p h y s i c a l death Plorovsky 
had t o c l a r i f y the necessary presuppositions, i . e . human nature 
as the composition of soul and body, the immoralitas animae and 
the place of death, h e l l , which involved the e x p o s i t i o n of an 
anthropology which reminded us of the A r i s t o t e l i a n d e f i n i t i o n of 
man as the 'animal r a t i o n a l e ' . We w i l l have t o ask 1. whether 
t h i s t r a d i t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n of man i s s u f f i c i e n t f o r t h e o l o g i c a l 
purposes, and 2. whether t h i s d e f i n i t i o n i s the b i b l i c a l d e f i n i t i o n 
of man. 
The s a l v a t i o n of human nature i s an act; sola g r a t i a d e l . The 
p o s s i b i l i t y of man's m o r t a l i t y , which had become an i n e v i t a b i l i t y 
f o r the f a l l e n c r eature, i s overcome i n t o i m m o r t a l i t y . This 
r e s t o r a t i o n of the human nature and i t s new c r e a t i o n as an immortal 
nature happens w i t h o u t the consent of man. But man i s one 
hypostasis i n one nature, i . e . h i s person needs t o be healed as 
w e l l . Because God granted c r e a t u r e l y freedom t o mankind he wants 
to save the human person only i n synergy w i t h the human w i l l . We 
w i l l see i n the f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n how Plorovsky conceives of t h i s , 
having i n mind the d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person. We w i l l 
have t o answer the question whether the s a l v i f i c act of C h r i s t i s 
l i m i t e d t o human nature or whether i t already has i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r 
the s a l v a t i o n of the human person as w e l l . 
B. The S a l v a t i o n of the C h r i s t i a n Person - Ecclesiology 
1. The problem 
The s u b t i t l e f o r t h i s s e c t i o n i s 'Ecclesiology', because only i n 
the realm of the church man can be saved completely: e x t r a 
e c c l e s i a n u l l a salus. However, the exclusion of an extensive 
discussion of t h i s d o c t r i n e may be j u s t i f i e d i n so f a r as I am 
concerned w i t h the s a l v a t i o n of man. Though the Ecclesiology i s 
v i t a l f o r Florovsky 1s anthropology, i t i s s u f f i c i e n t to present only 
h i s main p o i n t s . On the other hand i t i s not j u s t the church which 
saves man, but i t i s h i s own task as w e l l , which he has t o f u l f i l 
i n the realm of the church. This war; expounded i n the d o c t r i n e uf 
d e i f i c a t i o n . Theosis i s a process i n h i s t o r y , which man needs time 
to f u l f i l h i s task of completing h i s union w i t h the d i v i n e energies. 
This process i s i n i t i a t e d and brought forward i n the sacramental 
l i f e of the C h r i s t i a n , e s p e c i a l l y i n baptism and through the eucharist. 
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Thus the c o n s t r u c t i o n f o r the f o l l o w i n g section i s obvious: the 
church as the realm f o r the s a l v a t i o n of the human person w i l l 
be our f i r s t problem. H i s t o r y provides the framework f o r the 
p o s s i b i l i t y t o f u l f i l t h i s task. The sacraments are f i n a l l y the 
d i v i n e means t o achieve t h i s s a l v a t i o n of the c h r i s t i a n person. 
A l l t h i s could be summarized i n the s u b t i t l e ' r e a l i z e d eschatology', 
though Florovsky does not l i k e t h i s , "because the very eschaton i s 
not y e t r e a l i z e d : sacred h i s t o r y has not yet been closed. One 
may p r e f e r the phrase: 'the inaugurated eschatology'" 1. This 
f i n e expression keeps the tension between wha-t happened i n h i s t o r y 
i n C h r i s t and what i s t o happen a t the end of h i s t o r y . "The end 
has begun', t h i s might be the f o r m u l a t i o n f o r the paradox we have 
t o face i n t h i s passage. 
2. The church as the realm f o r s a l v a t i o n 
Jesus had t o l d h i s d i s c i p l e s t h a t a f t e r he had gone the Holy S p i r i t 
would come and e x p l a i n e v e r y t h i n g (Joh l 6 , 7 ) . Thus the f e a s t of 
the ascension of C h r i s t , h i s disappearance from h i s d i s c i p l e s i s 
of high value f o r the C h r i s t i a n s , because "the j o y of the 
Ascension l i e s i n the promise of the S p i r i t " . C h r i s t ascended and 
the Holy S p i r i t came down as the l i f e - g i v e r . C h r i s t had made men 
re c e p t i v e f o r the s p i r i t again , who reveals what had happened i n 
4 
C h r i s t , s a n c t i f i e s and u l t i m a t e l y u n i t e s man w i t h God . " A l l t h i s 
i s done through the Church, which i s 'the Body of C h r i s t " , i t 
i s the house of the Holy S p i r i t ^ , and consequently the place of 
God's abiding presence. According t o Florovsky one must not 
conceive of the church as being nothing more than a company of 
b e l i e v e r s . The church i s the body of C h r i s t and t h e r e f o r e belongs 
to i t s head. The head and the body are inseparable from each other 
7 
and cannot e x i s t apart from each other . This argument presupposes 
t h a t C h r i s t assumed human nature i n t o an e v e r l a s t i n g union. Since 
Q 
the i n c a r n a t i o n C h r i s t i s the one hypostasis i n two natures . I t 
i s t h e r e f o r e not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t Florovsky t a l k s about the church 
i n c h r i s t o l o g i c a l terms: The church has two natures, " i t i s the 
l i v i n g organism of the God-man"^, f o r the d i v i n e and the human are 
u n i t e d i n i t . Florovsky r e f e r s t o Augustin's phrase " t o t u s C h r i s t u s , 
caput e t corpus" i n order t o describe the s a l v a t i o n of man. C h r i s t 
as the caput saved human nature, the church as the corpus saved 
human person. Both are inseparable from each other and form together 
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t o t u s Christus. But C h r i s t i s of course superior t o the Church. 
The church only completes and f u l f i l s h i s w o r k ^ , u n i t e s everybody 
i n C h r i s t . Due t o the d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person of 
man Florovsky conceives of two d i f f e r e n t s a l v a t i o n s , which complement 
each other. He t h e r e f o r e concludes: "The church i s the Body of 
C h r i s t , because i t i s h i s complement"'1'"'". Thus the church has i t s 
basis and aim i n C h r i s t and nowhere else. I t i s not j u s t a human 
club, but the d i v i n e l y i n s t i t u t e d and guarded divine-human assembly 
of b e l i e v e r s , which has the task t o save human persons. Florovsky 
t h e r e f o r e sharply phrases t h a t e c c l e s i o l o g y i s not h i n g but extended 
12 
C h r i s t o l o g y . C h r i s t i s e v e r l a s t i n g l y present i n the church and 
1 
continues h i s work of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n i n the church J. This a b i d i n g 
presence of C h r i s t gives s p e c i a l a u t h o r i t y and s i g n i f i c a n c e t o the 
Church. F i r s t of a l l her i d e n t i t y i s preserved through t h i s 
14 
presence throughout a l l ages , i . e . i t i s not u t t e r l y dependent on 
man's a c t i o n . Florovsky goes even f u r t h e r i n h i s c h r i s t o c e n t r i c 
arguments i n a s s e r t i n g : "The Church i s a Kingdom not of t h i s world 
15 
and an e t e r n a l Kingdom, f o r i t has an e t e r n a l King - C h r i s t " 
Thus " C h r i s t i a n i t y i s the Church""^, f o r being a C h r i s t i a n means 
t o belong t o the body of C h r i s t , and w i t h i n t h i s body one belongs t o 
C h r i s t . For Florovsky i t i s impossible t o be a c h r i s t i a n w i t h o u t 
the church: unus C h r i s t i a n u s , n u l l u s C h r i s t i a n u s . I t i s only i n the 
church where the s a l v a t i o n of C h r i s t i s a v a i l a b l e t o a l l men, where 
i t i s completed. Consequently " e x t r a e c c l e s i a n u l l a salus. That 
17 
i s t o say, there i s no s a l v a t i o n but i n C h r i s t " . This f o r m u l a t i o n 
shows very c l e a r l y the t i g h t connection between the church and C h r i s t , 
which Florovsky i s so keen t o emphasize. C h r i s t i s the foundation 
of the church and h i s work i s f u l f i l l e d and completed i n the due 
course of the l i f e of the church, which i s sustained by C h r i s t ' s 
e v e r l a s t i n g presence i n h i s body. The Augustinian phrase of t o t u s 
C h r i s t u s , caput e t corput, which Florovsky l i k e s so much, conceives 
of the s a l v a t i o n of man as t o t u s Christus. The name "Christus" 
stands f o r s a l v a t i o n , which i s the s a l v a t i o n of human nature through 
the God-man C h r i s t and the s a l v a t i o n of the human person through the 
f r e e conversion of man i n the realm of the church, which supplies 
the necessary help and means t o achieve t h i s s a l v a t i o n . The aim of 
t h i s t w o f o l d s a l v a t i o n i n t h i s t o t o C h r i s t o i s the t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n of 
man, h i s doublenaturedness or theosis. Thus, t o t u s Christus stands 
f o r God's a c t i n g as w e l l as f o r man's synergy w i t h the d i v i n e 
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energies, i . e . God's a c t i n g f o r man. 'Christus' i s understood i n 
terms of act and not i n terms of being. 
This explains why Florovsky does not t a l k about the church as 
i t i s or should be, but about the a c t i n g church, always keeping the 
l i n k t o the foundation of t h i s community: C h r i s t . "The mystery 
of the I n c a r n a t i o n i s s t i l l , as i t were, continuously enacted i n the 
church, and i t s ' i m p l i c a t i o n s ' are revealed and disclosed i n devotional 
l8 
experience and i n sacramental p a r t i c i p a t i o n " . Devotion and 
sacraments are the two d i s t i n c t i v e marks of the church. Both serve 
the same purpose: the d e i f i c a t i o n of man. I n c o r p o r a t i o n i n t o 
C h r i s t i s the essence and aim of the worshipping church. Because 
C h r i s t i s only present i n the church there i s no i n c o r p o r a t i o n i n t o 
C h r i s t outside the church. Thus the church i s the mother of a l l 
C h r i s t i a n s i n the sense t h a t she makes the new l i f e i n C h r i s t 
a v a i l a b l e t o man. Mater e c c l e s i a however corresponds Virgo Mater, 
f o r Mary a n t i c i p a t e d t h i s i n c o r p o r a t i o n and t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n of 
19 
h e r s e l f as an i m p l i c a t i o n of her o f f i c e as the theotokos , i n 
g i v i n g her human nature t o the redeemer of mankind. Mary was the 
co-redeemer and i n a s i m i l a r sense the church i s the co-redeemer. 
This p a r a l l e l has i t s foundation i n the assumption of the f r e e w i l l 
of the f a l l e n creature and the consequent d o c t r i n e of the synergy 
between man and God. Co-redemption presupposes i n both cases the 
a c t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n of man i n God's saving purpose. 
Because of C h r i s t 1 s presence i n the church C h r i s t i a n s have 
already a f o r e t a s t e of the r e s u r r e c t i o n of a l l , i . e . of an e v e r l a s t i n g 
20 
and close communion w i t h God . Thus the church i s s o r t of outer-
21 
w o r l d l y , n ot from t h i s world and does not belong t o i t . Due t o 
t h i s character of the church the two determining dimensions of human 
l i f e , time and space are i r r e l e v a n t . E s p e c i a l l y time i s rendered 
powerless. Florovsky i s e s p e c i a l l y i n t e r e s t e d i n t h i s category 
because he i s concerned w i t h m o r t a l i t y and i m m o r t a l i t y . M o r t a l i t y 
i s f i r s t of a l l the question of the end, but p r e c i s e l y t h i s i s over-
come i n the realm of the church. Though the church does e x i s t i n 
time and i s s t i l l on i t s way t o the f i n a l consummation "time has no 
22 
power and no s t r e n g t h i n i t " . This means t h a t time, the passing 
moment, which w i l l not come back but i s gone once and f o r ever, l o s t 
i t s t h r e a t e n i n g character. Time does not fl o w anymore, but stands 
s t i l l , u n i t e s what i s past w i t h what i s present. Florovsky does not 
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t a l k about the time t o come. Present and past are u n i t e d by "the 
power of grace, which gathers together i n c a t h o l i c u n i t y of l i f e 
t h a t which had become separated by w a l l s b u i l t i n the course of 
time .... This time - conquering u n i t y i s manifested and revealed 
i n the experience of the Church, e s p e c i a l l y i n i t s E u c h a r i s t i c 
experience" . The u n i t y of b e l i e v e r s , the communio sanctorum i s 
granted by C h r i s t i n a time conquering way. I n C h r i s t time and 
e t e r n i t y and t h e r e f o r e the dead and the l i v i n g are u n i t e d . " i n 
Him they (the s a i n t s ) are a l i v e , i n Him we are s t i l l u n i t e d w i t h 
24 
them, although separated by death" . Thus the church on e a r t h 
PR 
i s u n i t e d w i t h the " g l o r i f i e d and triumphant Church" of the 
s a i n t s . Consequently the church i s the u n i t y of mankind. I t u n i t e s 
men having l i v e d before w i t h the p r e s e n t l y l i v i n g i n the expectation 
of the f i n a l consummation. The dead C h r i s t i a n s are a l i v e and l i v e 
already i n the s t a t e which i s s t i l l f u t u r e f o r the l i v i n g C h r i s t i a n s , 
but may be experienced m y s t i c a l l y i n the church. Consequently, 
past and present are u n i t e d i n C h r i s t f o r a common and even now 
experienced f u t u r e . This however means, t h a t time i s summoned i n t o 
one, the past i s the present as w e l l as the f u t u r e . This under-
standing leads us t o the d o c t r i n e of the two l i v e s of the church. I t 
l i v e s on the one hand on e a r t h and i n t h i s w o r l d and a t once i s not 
a t a l l from t h i s world but transcends i t already i n i t s existence. 
The church as the body of C h r i s t experiences the l i f e i n and w i t h 
C h r i s t , i t s head, because the kingdom has come i n C h r i s t and i t s 
f u l f i l m e n t i s inaugurated^^. These are the two reference p o i n t s f o r 
the C h r i s t i a n s . On the one hand there i s the g l o r i o u s v i c t o r y of 
C h r i s t i n the past h i s t o r y and the experience of t h i s i n the church. 
On the other hand the C h r i s t i a n s expect the f u l f i l m e n t and f i n a l 
c onsummation of the church. Though experiencing the f u l n e s s of 
communion w i t h God the church i s s t i l l on i t s way and t h e r e f o r e 
l i v e s i n two dimensions a t once. "Yet, i t i s e s s e n t i a l l y the same 
27 
Church t h a t has t h i s dual l i f e , duas v i t a s " . The church i s on i t s 
way u n t i l the number of C h r i s t i a n s i s f u l f i l l e d . This i s a strange 
28 
idea Florovsky r e f e r s t o q u i t e frequently . As long as t h i s process 
of c o l l e c t i n g C h r i s t i a n s i s going on, the church has t o bear t h i s 
t e n s i o n of two l i v e s , a tension which i s c o n s t i t u t e d by the very 
nature of the church! Florovsky i s t a l k i n g about the u n i v e r s a l 
church, not about the s i n g l e l o c a l churches, because he cannot 
conceive of one church bearing t h i s tension i n i t s a c t u a l l i f e . We 
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have seen t h a t the church i s always 'out of t h i s w o r l d ' , t h a t 
C h r i s t i a n s are strangers i n t h i s e a r t h , because time and space 
are m y s t e r i o u s l y overcome and e v i l does not e x i s t f o r C h r i s t i a n s 
anymore, because they l i v e already i n communion w i t h God. Thus 
i n the past as w e l l as today C h r i s t i a n s r e t i r e d from t h i s world, 
enclosed themselves i n q u i e t places and founded "heavenly c i t i e s " , 
29 
i . e . monasteries . They escaped, as Florovsky l i k e s t o c a l l i t , 
i n t o the desert. The church i n the desert i s the church " t o be 
c o n s t i t u t e d as an exclusive and ' t o t a l i t a r i a n ' s o c i e t y , endeavouring 
to s a t i s f y a l l requirements of the believers,, both 'temporal' and 
' s p r i t u a l ' , paying no a t t e n t i o n t o the e x i s t i n g order and l e a v i n g 
30 
n o t h i n g t o the e x t e r n a l w o r l d " . This was one p o s s i b i l i t y f o r the 
church while the other i s the " C h r i s t i a n i z a t i o n of the world, 
subduing the whole l i f e t o C h r i s t i a n r u l e and a u t h o r i t y , t o reform 
and reorganize secular l i f e on C h r i s t i a n p r i n c i p l e s , t o b u i l d the 
C h r i s t i a n c i t y " . This i s the church of the 'empire', which 
attempts t o transform the world i n order t o e s t a b l i s h the kingdom 
of God by the means of theocracy. Those two ways are a choice, a 
choice of an e i t h e r - o r , f o r both are c o n s i s t e n t i n themselves -
according t o Florovsky. One church cannot l i v e i n the desert as 
w e l l as i n the empire, f o r nobody can serve two Lords a t once. 
32 
Consequently "the u n i t y of the c h r i s t i a n task i s broken" from the 
very beginning! The conception of the church of the desert attempts 
t o l i v e up t o the experience of i t s o t h e r - w o r l d l i n e s s , of i t s 
separation from e v i l and s o c i e t y and of i t s common l i f e i n C h r i s t , i.e 
i t t r i e s t o l i v e up t o the d i v i n e nature of the church. While the 
church of the empire attempts t o l i v e up t o the experience of the 
s a l v a t i o n of the human person f o r a l l mankind, of the task f o r man 
t o f r e e himself from the passions and e v i l i n synergy w i t h the d i v i n e 
energies, i . e . i t t r i e s t o l i v e up t o the human nature of the 
church. Florovsky sees no way t o r e c o n c i l e these two d i f f e r e n t kinds 
of church. They are not j u s t two sides of the same co i n , but o r i g i n a t 
from the very nature of the church u n i v e r s a l . " I n the l a s t r e s o r t 
however i t i s only a symptom of the u l t i m a t e antinomy ( i . e . the 
human and the d i v i n e n a t u r e ) . The problem simply has no h i s t o r i c a l 
s o l u t i o n " . Here i s a l i m i t t o Florovsky's understanding of the two 
natures. No u n i f i c a t i o n I s possible whatsoever. One has to ask the 
c r i t i c a l question whether t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e I s indeed i n e v i t a b l e . 
Whether t h i s i s the question of the C h r i s t i a n church. Everything 
- 106 -
depends here on Ch r i s t o l o g y and the view one has on the u n i t y of 
the two natures i n C h r i s t . Losing the tension between the two 
natures and surrendering to t h e i r d i f f e r e n c e means to misunder-
stand the whole Christ-event. Only i f one keeps t h i s tension and 
bears i t , one may be c a l l e d a C h r i s t i a n . This was p r e c i s e l y the 
p o i n t which the Lutheran d o c t r i n e of the two r u l e s or regiments of 
God wants t o make, i f i t i s understood properly. Florovsky t r i e s 
t o keep t h i s t e n s i o n and has made up h i s mind, which p o s i t i o n he 
wants t o be emphasized. There are several passages i n h i s w r i t i n g s 
where he c a l l s f o r the a c t i v i t y of the church i n the world. 
" C h r i s t i a n s are also the Sons of E t e r n i t y , i . e . prospective c i t i z e n s 
are also of the Heavenly Jerusalem. Yet problems and needs of 
' t h i s age' i n no case and i n no sense can be dismissed or disregarded 
since the C h r i s t i a n s are c a l l e d t o work and service p r e c i s e l y ' i n 
t h i s w o rld' and ' i n t h i s age'" . This however does not sound l i k e 
a programmatic conception f o r a t h e o c r a t i c system. The church i s 
s t i l l on i t s way t o the f i n a l consummation and t h i s way i s i n any 
way a sacred way, because the church i s already the kingdom. Thus 
Florovsky never loses t h i s e s c h a t o l o g i c a l aspect and keeps the 
tension. 
"The sacred h i s t o r y of redemption i s s t i l l going on. I t i s now 
35 
the h i s t o r y of the Church t h a t i s the body of C h r i s t " , Church 
h i s t o r y i s not profane h i s t o r y , but the h i s t o r y of redemption. 
The church i s the realm f o r the s a l v a t i o n of man, thus i t i s a 
missionary body, c a l l e d t o propogate the kingdom of God. "History 
was t h e o l o g i c a l l y v i n d i c a t e d p r e c i s e l y by t h i s missionary concern 
36 
of the Church" . The church has the task t o go i n t o the wor l d 
and complete the body of C h r i s t u n t i l the church w i l l be Christus 
37 
amans seipsum . Thus the church i s always l i v i n g i n the tension 
between the past, the present and the f u t u r e , because the l i f e had 
come i n C h r i s t , i s completed i n the church and w i l l be consummated 
on the l a s t day. This tension i n time " i s a tension between d e s t i n y 
38 
and d e c i s i o n " , because time i s the only chance f o r man to accept 
what has happened i n C h r i s t , The realm t o accept t h i s i s the body of 
C h r i s t , h i s church, which i n i t i a t e s and completes the f i n a l s a l v a t i o n 
of man, the s a l v a t i o n of the human person. The church i s the place 
of C h r i s t i a n s , i s C h r i s t i a n i t y , i . e . the place of the union of the 
d i v i n e and the human. Thus double-naturedness, theosis i s once again 
the f i n a l goal the l i f e i n the church - and of the d o c t r i n e of the 
church. 
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3. H i s t o r y as the framework f o r the p o s s i b i l i t y of the s a l v a t i o n 
of man. 
C h r i s t i a n i t y has i t s r o o t s i n the h i s t o r i c a l event of C h r i s t , thus 
39 
i t i s f i r s t of a l l h i s t o r i c a l . We saw above t h a t the very 
n o t i o n of c r e a t i o n i m p l i e s a f i n a l t e l o s f o r the created beings, 
which i s t h e i r e v e r l a s t i n g communion w i t h t h e i r creator. "History 
4o 
has t o have an end a t which i t i s ' f u l f i l l e d ' or 'consummated'" , 
because the C h r i s t i a n s expect the parousia of C h r i s t . C h r i s t w i l l 
come again and i s already present i n h i s church. The experience 
of C h r i s t ' s presence i n the church necessitates the o r i e n t a t i o n 
toward the f u t u r e , because w i t h the coming of C h r i s t h i s t o r y w i l l 
41 
come to an end . H i s t o r y seems t o be a negative term i n t h i s 
context. I t denotes the f l o w of time and consequently the u l t i m a t e 
t h r e a t of human l i f e : m o r t a l i t y . This i n e v i t a b l e end of human 
l i f e w i l l be overcome i n the end of time, i n the parousia of C h r i s t . 
Future w i l l be no problem any more, because i t w i l l be already 
f u l f i l l e d time. This might be what Florovsky wants t o say. We 
have already seen t h a t he conceives of the church as an ' i s l a n d ' i n 
the midst of the w o r l d , where time and space have become i r r e l e v a n t , 
because C h r i s t i a n s l i v e already i n e t e r n i t y f o r e t a s t i n g , as i t were, 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n . " H i s t o r y i s no more than a passing frame .... i s 
no more a t h e o l o g i c a l problem" . Time as t h i s continuous f l o w of 
moments l o s t i t s t h r e a t e n i n g character and man i s the master of time 
through and i n C h r i s t . 
This t h r e a t e n i n g side of the meaning of the term h i s t o r y goes 
along w i t h a p o s i t i v e one. Man i s a h i s t o r i c a l being i n Florovsky's 
concept. His p e r s o n a l i t y i s c o n s t i t u t e d by h i s t i m e l y experience. 
We came across t h i s meaning of h i s t o r y already several times. H i s t o r y 
i s the place, where man has t o work-out h i m s e l f , t o s t r i v e f o r the 
communion w i t h God etc. Consequently Florovsky asserts t h a t the end 
of time does not mean the end of man's h i s t o r i c a l experience. " I 
would cease t o be Myself i f my concrete, i . e . h i s t o r i c a l experience 
i s simply substracted. H i s t o r y t h e r e f o r e w i l l n ot fade a.way 
completely even i n the 'age t o come', i f the concreteness of human 
l i f e i s t o be preserved" . We have t o conclude t h a t man's 
existence i n time sets the framework f o r the p o s s i b i l i t y f o r h i s 
s a l v a t i o n . Time gives him the chance t o work out h i s p e r s o n a l i t y . 
Thus h i s t o r y i s p r i m a r i l y challenging, i t i s the time f o r decisions, 
44 
sets the choice before him, what he wants t o be . This i s man's 
task which he was created f o r , thus h i s t o r y i s i n i t s p o s i t i v e sense 
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45 a " c r e a t i v e process" . C h r i s t i a n s are c a l l e d t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n 
C h r i s t ' s redeeming work by spreading the gospel and b r i n g i n g the 
people t o C h r i s t , i . e . t o the Church. On the one hand C h r i s t i a n s 
46 
a n t i c i p a t e the kingdom already i n h i s t o r y , and on the other hand 
they have t o ask other men t o use t h e i r freedom i n deci d i n g f o r 
C h r i s t . H i s t o r y i s thus the framework f o r the p o s s i b i l i t y of the 
s a l v a t i o n of men, f o r only i n h i s t o r y man can respond t o the d i v i n e 
47 
deeds, t o the d i v i n e energies 
For those who d e l i b e r a t e l y do not want t o t u r n t o God, God's 
counc i l s and p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s are not made vo,id, but t u r n out t o be 
48 
"a judgement, the f o r c e of wrath, a consuming f i r e " . We may 
t a l k of a judgement and condemnation of man already i n h i s present 
l i f e . Thus the d e c i s i o n once made has i t s i m p l i c a t i o n s and 
consequences even now.. But even i n the end these decisions are 
not made i r r e l e v a n t . I n the same way as the l i f e of the C h r i s t i a n 
w i l l lead t o a l i f e of blessedness, the l i f e of the u n b e l & e r w i l l 
be a l i f e of estrangement from i t s c r e a t o r . As everybody e l s e , he 
w i l l be r e s u r r e c t e d , but t o judgement . And i n t h i s w i l l be 
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completed the mystery and the tragedy of human freedom" . I n and 
through C h r i s t h i s t o r y was v a l i d a t e d t o such an importance! I t i s 
the only chance f o r man t o r e l a t e t o God. I t i s the time t o work 
out oneself i n one of the two d i r e c t i o n s : e i t h e r t o spend one's 
l i f e i n u t t e r separation from God, or t o go the way of a steady 
t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n of one's s e l f i n the realm of the church. I n 
h i s t o r y man has t o decide t h i s e i t h e r - o r question i n order t o become 
hi m s e l f , f o r h i s t o r y c o n s t i t u t e s the p e r s o n a l i t y of man. 
4. The sacraments as the d i v i n e means f o r the s a l v a t i o n 
A f t e r having seen t h a t the church i s the realm and h i s t o r y i s the 
framework f o r the p o s s i b i l i t y of the s a l v a t i o n of the human person, 
we now come t o the problem of the means of t h i s s a l v a t i o n . How i s 
the w i l l t o be cured from a l l e v i l and sin? How does man partake 
i n the d i v i n e nature? This i s f i r s t of a l l a f r e e human a c t i v i t y . 
Man has t o f u l f i l the task which i s set before him, t o ascend t o 
God and associate w i t h him. We have already t a l k e d about the a s c e t i 
51 
achievements man has t o f u l f i l . Further means and even the 
r e a l i z a t i o n of t h i s task are however the sacraments. They are the 
means which lead t o the f i n a l t h e o s i s , which i s of course, the 
u l t i m a t e aim and goal of the s a l v a t i o n of the human person. 
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4.1. What i s a sacrament? 
Florovsky i s q u i t e b r i e f about the s p e c i a l character of sacraments. 
He simply s t a t e s : "Sacraments are i n s t i t u t e d i n order t o enable 
man t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n C h r i s t ' s redeeming death and thereby t o gain 
52 
the grace of His r e s u r r e c t i o n " . Consequently sacraments are not 
some human in v e n t i o n s or human acts, but " s a n c t i f y i n g acts i n which 
the Holy Ghost i s bre a t h i n g , through them i s manifested the union 
53 
w i t h C h r i s t and the contact w i t h God" . We may conclude two th i n g s : 
f i r s t , the sacraments p o i n t t o the Christ-event, they are C h r i s t -
54 
o c e n t r i c and thus "an extension of the I n c a r n a t i o n " , because i n 
them the union between the d i v i n e and the human i s di s c l o s e d and made 
a v a i l a b l e f o r b e l i e v e r s . Secondly, the sacraments are not j u s t 
memories of the past events. Terms l i k e "union w i t h C h r i s t " have 
to be taken i n t h e i r l i t e r a l sense. The r e a l i t y of the union of 
the d i v i n e and the human nature i n C h r i s t i s dis c l o s e d as w e l l as 
conveyed t o the b e l i e v e r . The sacraments are a r e a l i m i t a t i o n of 
the Christ-event. Florovsky sums up these two p o i n t s by saying: 
" I n the sacraments, the I n c a r n a t i o n , the t r u e reunion of man w i t h 
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God i n C h r i s t , i s consummated" . Consequently i t i s p r e c i s e l y 
through the sacraments t h a t man i s i n i t i a t e d i n t o the C h r i s t i a n l i f e 
and sustained i n h i s process of s a n c t i f i c a t i o n . Through the 
sacraments C h r i s t i a n s become the chosen people who l i v e already anothe 
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w o r l d l y l i f e i n the kingdom of C h r i s t . Thus the sacraments as the 
means which convey the d i v i n e l i f e upon man, b r i n g about the 
s a l v a t i o n of man's person and thereby c o n s t i t u t e the C h r i s t i a n man. 
Florovsky i s not e x p l i c i t about the number of sacraments. He 
emphasizes the u n i t y of baptism, chrism and euc h a r i s t and p o i n t s 
out t h a t the e u c h a r i s t i s the supreme sacrament a f t e r which there i s 
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n o t h i n g more t o long f o r , but he expounds only the sacrament of 
baptism, explains the e u c h a r i s t b r i e f l y and leaves the sacrament of 
chrism undiscussed. The reason f o r t h i s procedure has t o be seen 
i n h i s f a v o u r i t e t o p i c : freedom. I t i s the f r e e d e c i s i o n of man 
t o become a C h r i s t i a n , i . e . t o ask f o r baptism. This s t a r t i n g 
p o i n t however leaves no room f o r the Orthodox sacrament of c h r i s f o 
and takes the eu c h a r i s t as the given h i g h l i g h t of worship. 
4.2. The sacrament of baptism 
Through the redeeming work of C h r i s t human nature was fr e e d from 
c o r r u p t i o n and gained the p o t e n t i a l i t y of the b o d i l y r e s u r r e c t i o n . 
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Consequently man has become immortal. Though he s t i l l dies t h i s 
death i s t r a n s i t o r y and w i l l be rendered powerless by the 
r e s u r r e c t i o n of a l l men. This i s a r a t h e r mechanical understanding 
of the redemption, but i t i s nevertheless one of the two under-
standings of the s a l v a t i o n of man. The b e l i e v e r as w e l l as the 
unbeliever w i l l be r e s u r r e c t e d , t h i s i s an undisputable and 
i n e v i t a b l e r e a l i t y of human l i f e . Yet there i s a d i f f e r e n c e , 
because "each must j u s t i f y t h a t r e s u r r e c t i o n f o r himself ,,,, The 
i m m o r t a l i t y of nature, the permanence of existence, must be a c t u a l i z e d 
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i n t o a l i f e i n the S p i r i t " . We have t o r e c a l l the Augustinian 
n o t i o n , which Florovsky uses q u i t e f r e q u e n t l y , t h a t l i f e and existence 
are not the same, but they d i f f e r e s s e n t i a l l y i n q u a l i t y . True 
l i f e i s l i f e i n and w i t h C h r i s t . E t e r n a l existence, i . e . i m m o r t a l i t y 
i s granted t o a l l men, e t e r n a l l i f e however i s o f f e r e d t o man, i . e . 
59 . 
he has the task to receive i t , he i s asked t o respond t o God s 
mighty act i n synergy w i t h the d i v i n e grace i n order t o r e s t o r e h i s 
w i l l . Thus "the Kingdom of Heaven, and the beatic v i s i o n , and union 
w i t h C h r i s t , presume the d e s i r e .... and th e r e f o r e are a v a i l a b l e only 
f o r those who have longed f o r the** and loved and des i r e d " . Though 
6 l 
Florovsky s t a t e s t h a t "nobody can be compelled t o d e s i r e " , he 
says no t h i n g about the way and the means how t h i s d e s ire should be 
est a b l i s h e d . What i t involves f i r s t of a l l i s repentance. This 
means t h a t before being a C h r i s t i a n , man has t o repent. "We must 
' r e j e c t ourselves' t o be able t o enter the c a t h o l o c i t y of the 62 ' Church" . This repentance means a r e a l /m"r*v«t* y a r a d i c a l inner change, the change of being d e l i b e r a t e l y f a r from God and resisting 
h i s grace t o a l i f e w i t h him and a p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n h i s d i v i n e 
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energies . The act of repentance i s f i n a l l y sealed i n the baptism, 
the a ct of s e l f - r e n u n c i a t i o n i s completed i n order t o be baptized. 
" i n h o ly C h r i s t e n i n g the one t o be enlightened leaves ' t h i s world' 
and forsakes i t s v a n i t y as i f f r e e i n g himself and stepping out of 
the n a t u r a l order of t h i n g s , out of the order of ' f l e s h and blood' 
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he goes over t o an order of grace" . This c l a r i f i e s again what 
k i n d of d i f f e r e n c e i t i s Florovsky conceives o f , the d i f f e r e n c e 
between a n a t u r a l and a supranatural l i f e , between existence and 
l i f e . The laws and orders of both spheres are completely d i f f e r e n t . 
Therefore repentance and f i n a l l y baptism mark the step of a r a d i c a l 
change i n the p e r s o n a l i t y of man. 
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A f t e r man has repented he i s going t o be baptized and thereby 
becomes a member of the church. Florovsky does not say anything 
about the req u i r e d degree of inner change, but i n s i s t s on the 
pre-eminence of repentance over against baptism i n the tim e l y 
order. Through the baptism the b e l i e v e r i s u n i t e d w i t h C h r i s t , 
w i t h h i s body, which i s the church, as w e l l as w i t h C h r i s t himself 
Baptism i s f i r s t of a l l an " ' i m i t a t i v e ' sharing of His ( C h r i s t ' s ) 
Passion t o acquire ' s a l v a t i o n i n r e a l i t y 1 .... I t i s not only an 
1 i m i t a t i o n ' , but r a t h e r a p a r t i c i p a t i o n , or a s i m i l i t u d e " ^ . The 
man t o be christened shares a c t i v e l y i n the s a l v a t i o n of himself. 
This cannot be understood i n the way t h a t he does what C h r i s t has 
done f o r him already, but i t i s t o be understood as an act of 
synergy. Baptism r e f l e c t s and i m i t a t e s what has happened i n and 
w i t h C h r i s t . Thus "the symbolism of baptism i s d e f i n i t e l y a 
symbolism of C h r i s t ' s death and r e s u r r e c t i o n " ^ . This symbolism 
has r e a l i t y because i t i s through baptism t h a t man becomes a member 
of the body of C h r i s t and u n i t e s w i t h him. Florovsky i s f o l l o w i n g 
Gregory of Nyssa's explanation of baptism. He saw two aspects of 
the washing w i t h water: b i r t h and death. "Death i s 'represented' 
i n the element of water, and as C h r i s t rose again t o l i f e , so also 
the newly-baptized, u n i t e d w i t h Him i n b o d i l y nature, 'doth i m i t a t e 
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the r e s u r r e c t i o n on the t h i r d day'" . ' I n baptism man descends 
sacramentally i n t o the darkness of death, but through C h r i s t ' s 
s a l v a t i o n t h i s death i s already the beginning of the r e s u r r e c t i o n . 
Florovsky t h e r e f o r e understands C h r i s t ' s grave as the " l i f e - g i v i n g 
grave .... as a f o n t of baptism, as a source of b i r t h i n t o l i f e 
e v e r l a s t i n g " ^ . Thus the human nature i s turned i n t o a s t a t e of 
i n c o r r u p t i o n already i n baptism - i n a n t i c i p a t i o n . Man w i l l s t i l l 
d i e , but the r e s u r r e c t i o n i s already a n t i c i p a t e d . "Yet i n baptism 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n i s i n a way already i n i t i a t e d . Baptism i s the 
s t a r t , <*^y^ , and the r e s u r r e c t i o n i s the end and consummation"^. 
Florovsky t h e r e f o r e emphasizes t h a t man i s already changed, thus 
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the n a t u r a l change i s not j u s t a matter of the f u t u r e . The 
a n t i c i p a t i o n of the r e s u r r e c t i o n gained i n baptism i s a r e a l change 
of the s t a t e of man's nature, i t i s a renewal as w e l l as a change. 
Foll o w i n g C h r i s t ' s death and r e s u r r e c t i o n sacramentally leads t o 
t h i s new b i r t h . " C h r i s t i a n s are born again t o r e a l and e v e r l a s t i n g 
l i f e (not j u s t existence) only (!) through t h e i r baptismal death 
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and b u r i a l i n C h r i s t " 
Because baptism i s an act of man's d e c i s i o n i t does not j u s t 
i n v o l v e the a n t i c i p a t e d h e a l i n g of nature already i n t h i s l i f e but 
the t r a n s f o r m a t i o n of w i l l as w e l l . This does not happen auto-
m a t i c a l l y but i n the f r e e synergy w i t h the d i v i n e grace. I n the 
act of baptism d i v i n e grace does descend, but i t cannot quicken the 
ob s t i n a t e w i l l , i t needs i t s consent. Though Florovsky asserts t h a t 
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t h i s "does not subordinate the baptismal grace t o human l i c e n s e " , 
t h i s grace i s i n f a c t rendered powerless i f the baptised person 
does n o t respond t o and corroborate w i t h i t . To safeguard the 
d o c t r i n e about the freedom of man Florovsky has t o say i n f a c t t h a t 
God cannot do anything against man's resistance. A l l h i s 
as s e r t i o n s t h a t God's grace i s not subordinated t o man's freedom 
are n o t h i n g but p o s t u l a t i o n s w i t h o u t any basis. Florovsky gives 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l reasons f o r the nec e s s i t y of the human synergy: 
"because baptism i s a sacramental dying w i t h C h r i s t , a p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
i n His v o l u n t a r y (!) death, i n His s a c r i f i c i a l Love .... (the 
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t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n of the whole man) can be achieved only i n freedom" 
I n the same way as C h r i s t ' s death was h i s voluntary act of love, 
the baptism of the b e l i e v e r has t o have i t a m o t i v a t i o n i n h i s f r e e 
love and response t o God. I f t h i s happens baptism i s the 
r e s t o r a t i o n of the human f u l n e s s , which was diminuished i n the f a l l e n 
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c r e a t u r e . Nature as w e l l as person are healed through baptism 
Thus through baptism and the f o l l o w i n g l i f e as a C h r i s t i a n " i n the 
f u l n e s s of the communion- of the Church the c a t h o l i c t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n 
of p e r s o n a l i t y i s accomplished"^. Baptism as the death w i t h 
C h r i s t marks a t the same time the beginning of the process of a 
77 
l i f e w i t h C h r i s t , i . e . of a continuous ascension toward God . This 
f r e e a c t i v i t y of ascending t o God i s however a task f o r man, which 
he has t o f u l f i l l . Florovsky t h e r e f o r e concludes t h a t " i f the soul 
i s not cleansed and p u r i f i e d i n the f r e e exercise of w i l l , baptism 
proves t o be f r u i t l e s s " . Man i s asked t o a c t u a l i z e h i s baptismal 
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grace . He i s asked t o e s t a b l i s h a proper r e l a t i o n s h i p between 
h i s soul and h i s body i n order t h a t he might l i v e i n accordance to 
h i s nature. Consequently the o n t o l o g i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n between 
person and nature i s an i r r e l e v a n t d i s t i n c t i o n f o r the baptized man, 
f o r through baptism the s p l i t i n the human composition i s healed 
and made i r r e l e v a n t . This makes i t c l e a r again t h a t baptism i s an 
act of i n i t i a t i o n . I t marks the end of a l i f e i n c o r r u p t i o n and s i n 
and i s the s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r a new a c t i v i t y , the l i f e i n communion 
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w i t h God. Thus baptism i s the cause f o r a b e a t i f i c l i f e i n 
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c o n t r a s t w i t h mere existence , because " i t i s the sacrament of 
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d e i f i c a t i o n . D e i f i c a t i o n i n the very precise sense t h a t man 
has been adopted as a son of God. Anointed by the S p i r i t men 
became the c h i l d r e n of God, because they put on C h r i s t (Gal 3,27), 
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they are i n image of C h r i s t . I n a s s e r t i n g t h i s Florovsky 
emphasizes again the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l r o o t s and bases f o r the 
d o c t r i n e of baptism. Because of C h r i s t ' s s a l v a t i o n he can there-
f o r e say t h a t baptism i s the law of t r u e l i f e , of l i f e i n e t e r n a l 
Q-z 
communion w i t h God 
Baptism i s the "sacrament of d e i f i c a t i o n " , because i t i s the 
i m i t a t i v e sharing i n C h r i s t ' s death and r e s u r r e c t i o n and thereby 
the t r a n s f i g u r a t i o n of the whole of the human s t r u c t u r e . Baptized 
C h r i s t i a n s are on t h e i r way t o the f i n a l consummation of t h e i r 
l i v e s but they are already changed, because they are d e i f i e d , i . e . 
adopted c h i l d r e n of God. We saw t h a t baptism needs the cooperation 
of man w i t h the condescending grace. I t i s the f i r s t of a l l 
synergic acts between man and God and i n i t i a t e s the C h r i s t i a n l i f e 
i n the church. Because i t needs n e c e s s a r i l y the f r e e human consent, 
i t i s obvious t h a t Plorovsky would have been opposed t o i n f a n t -
baptism. Babies cannot respond and t r a n s f i g u r e t h e i r w i l l ! This 
suggestion i s supported by the f a c t t h a t Florovsky does not discuss 
the Orthodox sacrament of chrism a t a l l . This i s c e r t a i n l y a good 
and c o r r e c t t h i n g , though i t i s d o u b t f u l whether Florovsky i s 
Orthodox i n t h i s matter. The Orthodox d o c t r i n e (as w e l l as a great 
deal of western theology) teaches a s u b s t i t u t i o n a l f a i t h of the 
godparents or the n a t u r a l parents, which i s however a n t i b i b l i c a l 
and d o g m a t i c a l l y most problematic, i n one word: wrong. 
The sacrament of the eu c h a r i s t . 
"The E u c h a r i s t i s the hea r t of the Church, the Sacrament of 
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Redemption i n an eminent sense" , consequently the supreme of a l l 
sacraments. Florovsky agrees w i t h C a b i s i l a s ' a s s e r t i o n t h a t there 
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i s n o t h i n g more t o long f o r , i f one partakes i n the e u c h a r i s t 
The reason f o r t h i s i s obvious i f one understands t h a t the euc h a r i s t 
i s n ot j u s t an i m i t a t i o n but i n r e a l i t y the same l a s t supper i n the 
upper room, Jesus had together w i t h h i s d i s c i p l e s . This means t h a t 
the t a b l e i s e x a c t l y the same t a b l e as the one i n the upper room, 
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which i t s e l f i s e x a c t l y the same as the room the euc h a r i s t i s 
now celebrated i n . Even the celebrant i s the same i . e . C h r i s t 
himself. "The p r i e s t stands f u l f i l l i n g the f i g u r e , but the 
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power and grace are of God" . Thus the l a s t supper i s not 
repeated, but i t i s enacted being t r u l y the same as the " f i r s t " 
Last Supper. We saw above t h a t Florovsky conceives of the Last 
Supper as an a n t i c i p a t i o n of C h r i s t ' s s a c r i f i c e on the Cross . 
Consequently the eu c h a r i s t i s a reenacting of t h i s s a c r i f i c e . 
I t i s C h r i s t who i s o f f e r e d . "The Eucharist i s a s a c r i f i c e , not 
because Jesus i s s l a i n again, but because the same Body and the 
same s a c r i f i c i a l Blood are a c t u a l l y here on the A l t a r , o f f e r e d 
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and presented" . For a western mind i t i s q u i t e d i f f i c u l t t o 
conceive of t h i s r e a l i s m . Florovsky wants t o say t h a t i n the 
symbolism of the e u c h a r i s t the s a c r i f i c e of C h r i s t i s present i n 
the same way as i t was present i n the upper room i n the year of 
the c r u c i f i x i o n of C h r i s t . Therefore the e u c h a r i s t happens i n a 
sphere which overcomes time. Time has no value and s i g n i f i c a n c e 
a t a l l i n t h i s c e l e b r a t i o n . Florovsky t h e r e f o r e asserts t h a t 
each e u c h a r i s t i s a c e l e b r a t i o n together w i t h the whole church, 
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i . e . i n communion of a l l s a i n t s of a l l ages . Consequently the 
eueh a r i s t i s the c e l e b r a t i o n of the u n i t y of a l l b e l i e v e r s of the 
u n i t y of the church - i n Christ. For i f the e u c h a r i s t enacts the 
same c e l e b r a t i o n of the upper room then t h i s sacrament does not j u s t 
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remind the s a l v a t i o n i n C h r i s t , but i s i t s e l f the s a l v a t i o n of man 
According t o t h i s understanding man u n i t e s w i t h the human nature 
of C h r i s t i n the euch a r i s t . I n e a t i n g C h r i s t ' s f l e s h and blood man's 
own s i n f u l nature becomes transformed. "The sacred meal e f f e c t s 
between C h r i s t and us a closer union than t h a t which was r e a l i z e d 
by our parents when they begot us. I n t r u t h he does not only share 
w i t h us the same p a r t i c l e s of h i s f l e s h or some drops of h i s blood, 
but gives us both i n a l l t h e i r fulness: he i s not only a p r i n c i p l e 
of l i f e as are our parents, but i n very t r u t h l i f e i t s e l f . 
Through t h i s inner p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n C h r i s t l i f e e t e r n a l i s engrafted 
i n t o the human l i f e . I t i s t h e r e f o r e "a f o r e t a s t e of the Resurrection" 
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, not j u s t an i m i t a t i o n , but a r e a l f o r e t a s t e . 
One has t o take the realism of t h i s d o c t r i n e s e r i o u s l y t o 
grasp the d i f f e r e n c e t o the d o c t r i n e of baptism. The baptism was an 
i m i t a t i o n through which the i m m o r t a l i t y was bestowed unto the human 
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nature and the foundation f o r a l i f e i n C h r i s t was l a i d , w h i l e 
the e u c h a r i s t i s a r e a l f o r e t a s t e of the permanent l i f e and 
e omraunion w i t h C h r i s t . Because even the C h r i s t i a n i s s t i l l 
s i n n i n g the e u c h a r i s t has t o be repeated i n order t o u n i t e w i t h 
C h r i s t f r e q u e n t l y . Thus human a c t i v i t y i s req u i r e d f o r t h i s 
sacrament as w e l l . Man i s asked t o prepare himself f o r t h i s 
union w i t h C h r i s t , f o r the bestowing of t r u e l i f e upon him. We 
may t h e r e f o r e conclude by saying, t h a t baptism i s the i n i t i a l 
sacrament which, i n f r e e i n g from c o r r u p t i o n of nature, prepares 
the way f o r the d e i f i c a t i o n of man. The e u c h a r i s t however i s the 
sharing i n t o the g l o r i f i c a t i o n of man i n a union w i t h C h r i s t , For 
these two reasons Florovsky asserts t h a t both sacraments are already 
a f o r e t a s t e of the r e s u r r e c t i o n . This r e s u r r e c t i o n however does 
not only mean the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the body, but the r e s u r r e c t i o n 
f o r a l i f e i n e t e r n a l communion w i t h God, i . e . f o r the s t a t e of 
blessedness. I n the same way the d o c t r i n e of baptism was s t r i c t l y 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l , the d o c t r i n e of the euc h a r i s t has i t s foundations 
i n C h r i s t . Because the eu c h a r i s t i s the Last Supper Florovsky can 
say t h a t " C h r i s t i s s t i l l a c t i n g as the High P r i e s t i n h i s Church""^ 
He i s s t i l l o f f e r i n g t o God, which happens i n the church as the 
body of C h r i s t as w e l l as i n heaven, "where C h r i s t presented and 
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i s s t i l l p r e s e n t i n g us t o God, as the e t e r n a l High P r i e s t " ' . 
4.4. C h r i s t , the one sacrament 
We saw t h a t the sacrament of baptism and eu c h a r i s t enable man t o 
partake i n God and b r i n g about h i s s a l v a t i o n . Because baptism i s 
the beginning and the e u c h a r i s t the continuous p a r t i c i p a t i o n of a 
l i f e ±1 C h r i s t both sacraments are necessary f o r the s a l v a t i o n of 
man, because they are the means of t h i s s a l v a t i o n , s a l v a t i o n i t s e l f . 
How does t h i s r e l a t e t o the s a l v a t i o n i n Christ? Due t o the 
real i s m of both sacraments one has t o conclude from Florovsky's 
p r e s e n t a t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of the sacraments t h a t the two 
sacraments of baptism and e u c h a r i s t are i n f a c t the sacrament of 
C h r i s t . C h r i s t i s the one sacrament in' the same way as the 
sacraments are the extension 1 of the i n c a r n a t i o n . Asked about the 
number of sacraments Florovsky would probably answer t h a t there i s 
only one sacrament: C h r i s t . But we have seen t h a t "man had t o 
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have h i s a c t i v e share i n the mystery" , i . e . he "must j u s t i f y t h a t 
r e s u r r e c t i o n f o r h i m s e l f " ^ . To become and t o be a C h r i s t i a n 
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r e q u i r e s man's personal p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the act of s a l v a t i o n and 
t h i s a c t i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s the h e a l i n g of h i s w i l l as d i s t i n c t 
from the h e a l i n g of h i s nature. An a c t i v e share i s required and 
i s a b s o l u t e l y necessary. Florovsky leaves i t open how man i s 
able t o have h i s share i n the mystery of s a l v a t i o n , i . e . how he 
i s able t o b e l i e v e . He has the capacity f o r t h i s i n h i s freedom 
of choice. But one may ask which s i n n e r wants t o choose the 
d i v i n e l i f e ? 
5. Conclusions 
We have seen t h a t the d o c t r i n e of the s a l v a t i o n of the human 
person was governed by the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l p resupposition, t h a t 
C h r i s t ' s s a l v a t i o n of human nature needs completion. This 
completion however does not happen apart from C h r i s t , but i t i s made 
a v a i l a b l e f o r mankind i n the realm of the church, which i s the 
body of C h r i s t . Consequently Florovsky r e f l e c t e d the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between person and nature i n the categories of the p a r t i c u l a r and 
the common. Human nature i s common t o a l l men and could be saved 
by one s i n g l e person, by Jesus C h r i s t , w h i l e the term 'person' 
denotes the p a r t i c u l a r i n every man, which needs t o be saved i n a 
p a r t i c u l a r way. Both, the .common and the p a r t i c u l a r f i n d t h e i r 
bals i n C h r i s t . He i s the head of the church, which i s the realm f o r 
the s a l v a t i o n of the human person. Consequently Florovsky described 
the whole act of the s a l v a t i o n of man by the term 'Christus'. 
The necessary presupposition ibr the p a r t i c u l a r s a l v a t i o n of 
every single person i s time, f o r man l i v e s i n time and has h i s 
s p e c i a l time t o work f o r h i s s a l v a t i o n . Therefore we were concerned 
w i t h h i s t o r y as the framework f o r the p o s s i b i l i t y f o r the s a l v a t i o n 
of the human person. Because t h i s s a l v a t i o n r e f e r s t o i n d i v i d u a l s 
Florpvsky could not give d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n about the means of 
s a l v a t i o n . I t depends on the human person, whether he accepts the 
d i v i n e means f o r h i s s a l v a t i o n or whether he disregards them. The 
sacraments as the d i v i n e means f o r the s a l v a t i o n of man are 
o f f e r e d i n the church i n order t h a t man may respond t o them. Here 
we may ask, how man i s able t o respond t o God, i f he has not 
heard the word of God. We noted already t h a t the category of the 
word of God i s h a r d l y mentioned i n Florovsky's theology. Do we have 
t o assume t h a t Florovsky presupposes the pre-aching of the word of 
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God? The f a c t t h a t he i s not r e f e r r i n g t o t h i s aspect of the 
C h r i s t i a n f a i t h i n any d e t a i l i s s u r p r i s i n g and we w i l l have t o 
ask why he does not do so. On the other hand we w i l l have t o 
ask, how man's freedom i s r e l a t e d t o God's grace. Does the 
" E f f e c t i v i t y " of d i v i n e grace depend on human license? Do we have 
t o say, w i t h reference t o Florovsky's d o c t r i n e on baptism f o r 
example, t h a t i t i s e n t i r e l y up t o man t o make God's grace work? 
We came across t h i s problem before, when we discussed the 
p r e d e s t i n a t i o n of Mary. How does God's p r e d e s t i n a t i o n r e l a t e t o 
man's c r e a t u r e l y freedom? The problem of c r e a t u r e l y freedom w i l l 
be our concern i n the l a s t chapter. 
The d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person was the necessary 
pres u p p o s i t i o n f o r Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of the s a l v a t i o n of man. 
We may t h e r e f o r e say t h a t the d e s c r i p t i o n of man as a 'hypostasis 
i n one n a t u r e 1 i s an o n t o l o g i c a l d e f i n i t i o n of man. The q u a l i t y 
of man's r e l a t i o n s h i p t o h i s own nature determines h i s l i f e . I f 
t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p i s a continuous s t r u g g l e , man does not l i v e i n 
harmony w i t h h i m s e l f , because he does not l i v e i n accordance w i t h 
God's w i l l . Because of the s a l v a t i o n of the human being, however, 
man i s asked t o look i n t o the f u t u r e w i t h good hope, f o r t h i s 
f u t u r e i s a f u t u r e w i t h the promise of an end t o t h i s o n t o l o g i c a l 
d i s t i n c t i o n . 
C. The C h r i s t i a n Hope - Conclusion 
C h r i s t the k i n g has come already, but the kingdom of God i s s t i l l t o 
come'''. Though C h r i s t i a n s partake even i n t h e i r e a r t h l y l i f e i n the 
d i v i n e nature and enjoy the realm of the church the f o r e t a s t e of 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n , they are s t i l l a w a i t i n g the f i n a l consummation of 
time. But the pledge i s given. Because of the i n c a r n a t i o n which 
manifested God's r e l a t i o n s h i p t o man, God " i s i n t i m a t e l y associated 
w i t h human endeavours" . As we have seen, Florovsky teaches t h a t 
God assumed human nature f o r ever, thus human nature i s e s s e n t i a l l y 
conjoined w i t h the d i v i n e , God i s sharing the tr o u b l e s and miseries 
of man and grants h i s presence t o the b e l i e v e r s i n the church, 
" l i f e came f o r t h from the grave, but the fulness of l i f e i s s t i l l 
t o come" . Man u n i t e s w i t h God, but he i s expecting the f i n a l 
consummation of t h i s share. The power of death i s overcome, but man 
i s s t i l l dying. Sin and passions are s t i l l r e i g n i n g i n the worl d , 
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though t h e i r power has been broken i n C h r i s t , and t h e r e f o r e 
C h r i s t i a n s expect the end of t h i s r e i g n , they expect the f i n a l 
r e a l i z a t i o n of C h r i s t ' s regiment. Thus " i t i s only (!) i n 
C h r i s t and through Him t h a t we have any t i t l e f o r hope" . 
C h r i s t i a n s look f o r the parousia of C h r i s t , which w i l l be a judge-
ment f o r the unbelievers and a consummation f o r the b e l i e v e r s . 
C h r i s t i a n s t h e r e f o r e are confident i n t h e i r l o o k i n g i n t o the 
5 
f u t u r e . Florovsky does not t a l k about the judgement according 
t o works, but asserts t h a t b e l i e v e r s w i l l be resurrected f o r an 
e t e r n a l l i f e * 3 . This hope however matures t o d i f f e r e n t degrees, 
because i t depends upon the asce t i c achievement. C h r i s t i a n s are 
c a l l e d to associate w i t h God and t h i s means f i r s t of a l l a c a l l 
y 
t o a c t i o n . " C h r i s t i a n hope i s i n t r i n s i c a l l y a c a l l t o a c t i o n " . 
Action means the human a c t i v i t y which i s done i n accordance w i t h 
the d i v i n e w i l l , which has been manifested on the cross. 
Florovsky i s n o t e x p l i c i t about these a c t i o n s , because of h i s 
Q 
i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c approach t o the matter . But " i n the present 
w o r l d , so s o r e l y d i s t u r b e d and discouraged, i t i s not enough j u s t 
t o proclaim as t o preach the hope. We have t o evidence our hope 
by our f a i t h f u l and devout cooperation w i t h the d i v i n e purpose"^. 
Thus the hope f o r the f i n a l consummation of h i s t o r y i s necessary 
f o r being a C h r i s t i a n ^ and he may look forward t o t h i s i n 
confidence, because the "Parousia i s a ' r e t u r n ' , as much as i t i s 
an u l t i m a t e n o v e l t y . The l a s t things are centred around C h r i s t " " ^ . 
The coming of C h r i s t i s a r e t u r n f o r the C h r i s t i a n s , nothing r e a l l y 
new i s going t o happen, because they already l i v e d i n communion 
w i t h C h r i s t . I t i s a no v e l t y only f o r the unbelievers, f o r the 
parousia of C h r i s t means a judgement f o r them. Here we come .to 
the doubleness which has occurred several times already d u r i n g the 
pr e s e n t a t i o n of Florovsky's d o c t r i n e . There are two "classes" of 
people: the b e l i e v e r and the unbeliever. And according t o these 
12 
two " s o r t s " of men we have two h e l l s , two deaths etc. 
The c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of men i n t o C h r i s t i a n s and unbelievers and 
consequently the d i s t i n c t i o n s between death f o r e t e r n a l l i f e and 
death f o r judgement, l i f e e t e r n a l and existence i n e t e r n a l 
condemnation etc. have t h e i r r oots i n the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
person and nature. This d i s t i n c t i o n WE(S once again the un d e r l y i n g 
p r i n c i p l e of Florovsky's d o c t r i n e . The d o c t r i n e of man's 
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s a l v a t i o n was governed by t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n , which i s the 
Chalcedonian f o r m u l a t i o n t o describe the person of C h r i s t . The 
s a l v a t i o n of human nature i s complemented by the s a l v a t i o n of the 
human person. This i s the same as t o say, t h a t Christology necess-
a r i l y needs Ecclesiology, i . e . t h a t the work of C h r i s t i s 
completed i n the church, which i s the body of C h r i s t . The 
s t r e n g t h of Florovsky's p r e s e n t a t i o n i s t h a t he does not stop w i t h 
t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n but leads to the s o l u t i o n of t h i s o n t o l o g i c a l 
d i f f e r e n c e : the C h r i s t i a n hope. C h r i s t i a n s are asked t o hope 
f o r a l i f e i n a complete and e v e r l a s t i n g harmony, which i s " l i f e 
i n C h r i s t " . This e s c h a t o l o g i c a l dimension of the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h 
i s never l o s t i n Florovsky's d o c t r i n e and i t c l e a r l y shows h i s 
p a s t o r a l concern as a theologian f o r the church. 
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I I I A C r i t i c a l Assessment of Florovsky's Doctrine of Man 
1. The c o n s t r u c t i o n of Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of man 
This s e c t i o n w i l l be concerned w i t h f i n d i n g out the p r i n c i p l e according 
t o which Florovsky developed h i s d o c t r i n e of the c r e a t i o n and s a l v a t i o n 
of man. For Florovsky man i s f i r s t of a l l created, which e s t a b l i s h e s 
the fundamental d i f f e r e n c e between the d i v i n e and the human nature. 
This d i f f e r e n c e i s an o n t o l o g i c a l one, i . e . a d i f f e r e n c e of being. As 
regards being, the created and the uncreated are kept apart. I n as 
much as time and e t e r n i t y are rooted i n the created and uncreated 
being they are kept apart, but i n as much as they are rooted i n created 
and uncreated act they are drawn together. Therefore r e f e r r i n g t o the 
o n t o l o g i c a l order of existence Florovsky asserted t h a t God and man l i v e 
" i n two d i f f e r e n t modes of existence". This o n t o l o g i c a l d i f f e r e n c e 
r a i s e s the fundamental issue of freedom. The freedom of creatures i s 
rooted i n p r e c i s e l y t h i s o n t o l o g i c a l f a c t . This o r i g i n a l c r e a t u r e l y 
( n a t u r a l ) freedom was described by the term 'imago d e l ' or 'innate 
capacity t o ascend toward God'. 'Thus Fiorovsky conceives of 'nature' 
as a r e l a t i o n a l n o t i o n . Qua being nature i s already u n i n h i b i t e d l y 
r e l a t e d t o God, i t s Creator. This aspect of man was the one side of 
Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , d e s c r i b i n g the being of man i n terms 
of nature. The d o c t r i n e of nat u r e , which sets the d i v i n e nature side 
by side w i t h the human nature and consequently describes the 
unbridgeable h i a t u s between God and man, asks f o r the complementary 
problem of 'being' i . e . 'act'. Both aspects are complementary because 
i t i s impossible t o conceive of being w i t h o u t act and vice versa. 
Florovsky combined both aspects i n so f a r as he p r e f i g u r e d the possible 
act of man already i n h i s d e s c r i p t i o n of human nature. Because of h i s 
r e l a t i o n a l conception of human nature man has the task of l i v i n g 
according t o t h i s nature, i . e . t o r e l a t e t o God. Consequently the i d e a l 
man i s the man who a c t u a l i z e s the capacity of nature, which i s the free d 
t o r e l a t e t o God i n f i l i a l obedience and love. I n t h i s case man's act 
r e f l e c t s h i s being and not h i n g else. This congruence of being and act 
would u l t i m a t e l y lead t o the theosis of man. We may t h e r e f o r e say t h a t 
from the very beginning Florovsky's understanding of man i s a dynamic 
one. I f the human person i n t a k i n g up h i s n a t u r a l r e l a t i o n t o h i s 
Creator r e l a t e d t o God, he l i v e s i n harmony w i t h h i m s e l f , because he 
l i v e s i n harmony w i t h God. This l i f e w i t h God i s conceived of as a 
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continuous process of endless th e o s i s . The o r i g i n of t h i s dynamic 
understanding of man i n h i s r e l a t i o n t o God f i n d s i t s r o o t s i n the 
fundamental d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person, between being 
and act. This d i s t i n c t i o n was r e f l e c t e d i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n of the 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . The f i r s t p a r t of the d o c t r i n e was mainly 
concerned w i t h the c r e a t i o n of nature and the consequences d e r i v i n g 
from t h i s d o c t r i n e , w h i l e the second p a r t , the d o c t r i n e of theosis 
r e l a t e d t o the human person. '<> £i-^ <i£ f i n d s i t s complement i n To io 
r 
ttVM } which i s the same as t o say t h a t c r e a t i o n e s t a b l i s h e s the 
d i f f e r e n c e i n natures while theosis asserts the union of persons. We 
may t h e r e f o r e conclude, t h a t the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n as a whole was 
already governed by the d i s t i n c t i o n between being and act. 
The same observation can be made about Florovsky's d o c t r i n e of the 
s a l v a t i o n of man. Due t o the p o s s i b i l i t y of the m o r t a l i t y of human 
nature which became an i n e v i t a b i l i t y f o r man on account of the f a l l , 
the Son of God was made man i n order t o overcome t h i s lack i n being. 
Thus human nature should be made immortal by God's i n t e r f e r e n c e . The 
concern of Florovsky's C h r i s t o l o g y was the hea l i n g of human nature i n 
general, w h i l e h i s Eccl e s i o l o g y was concerned w i t h the problem of the 
h e a l i n g of the human person. Consequently h i s d o c t r i n e of the s a l v a t i o n 
of man as w e l l as h i s d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n are constructed according t o 
the fundamental d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person. The connection 
between both d o c t r i n e s consists i n the f a c t t h a t c r e a t i o n has been 
made e t e r n a l , I.e. t h a t To t l v j u , which r e l a t e s t o 'nature' and the 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n , i s changed i n t o redtS ilv»t } which r e l a t e s 
t o C h r i s t o l o g y , and t h a t the p o s s i b i l i t y of T» i v il , which r e l a t e s 
t o person ( a c t ) and the d o c t r i n e of t h e o s i s , i s changed i n t o the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of To <A£i iv tt^it , which r e l a t e s t o Ecclesiology. 
Concerning the being of man Florovsky conceived of God's acts sola 
g r a t i a d e i , which excluded any c o n t r i b u t i o n of man. This grace of God 
i s i r r e s i s t a b l e , but man i s given the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y on account of i t . 
U l t i m a t e l y , however, the foundation f o r man's a c t i n g i s h i s nature, 
which, from t h i s p o i n t of view, has a c l e a r p r i o r i t y over the person. 
Yet, according t o Florovsky, the idea of person i s the great C h r i s t i a n 
c o n t r i b u t i o n t o philosophy. The main p o i n t here i s t h a t the acts of the 
person are d e c i s i v e f o r what happens t o h i s nature. This presupposes 
the idea of c r e a t u r e l y freedom, which was one of Floro v s k y 1 s main 
concerns. The r e l a t i o n between man and God, i . e . the r e l a t i o n of person 
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I s a r e l a t i o n of freedom. He t h e r e f o r e conceived of the d o c t r i n e s 
concerning the human person, i . e . a c t , i n terms of a synergy between 
God and man. This focuses on d o c t r i n e s concerning the a c t i v i t y of 
man, i . e . the d o c t r i n e of h i s t o r y and of freedom, which u l t i m a t e l y 
leads t o a theology w i t h an i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c emphasis. 
2. The importance of the d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and person i n 
Florovsky's d o c t r i n e 
The d i s t i n c t i o n s between nature and person and between being and act are 
the fundamental presupposition t o Florovsky's whole t h e o l o g i c a l concept. 
There i s h a r d l y any d o c t r i n e where these d i s t i n c t i o n s are not r e f l e c t e d . 
Where i s the possible o r i g i n f o r these presuppositions? The categories 
of 'nature' and 'person' were used i n the discussion of the e a r l y 
church concerning the person of C h r i s t , which involved the d e f i n i t i o n 
of the T r i n i t y as "one nature i n three persons". Thus the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between nature and person o r i g i n a t e d i n the e a r l y Church's d o c t r i n e of 
God. I t would be beyond the scope of t h i s t h e s i s t o consider the ro o t s 
and development of t h i s d o c t r i n e and i t s terminology. Therefore we 
simply note here t h a t Florovsky has i n mind the d o c t r i n e of the e a r l y 
Church on C h r i s t and the T r i n i t y when he speaks of 'nature' and 'person'. 
We may ask however, whether the mere use of t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s 
s u f f i c i e n t f o r the development of an adequate d o c t r i n e . To my mind, the 
'usus' of C h r i s t ' s work i s fundamental f o r a l l d o c t r i n e s . Focusing on 
the person of C h r i s t w i t h o u t e x p l i c i t reference t o C h r i s t ' s work i n a l l 
d o c t r i n e s i s a serious problem. Before developing t h i s p o i n t i n d e t a i l 
we may i n q u i r e i n t o the purpose of the d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and 
person i n Florovskys d o c t r i n e . 
The a s s e r t i o n of two d i f f e r e n t natures, which l i v e i n two d i f f e r e n t 
modes of existence, t r i e s to e x p l a i n the r a d i c a l d i f f e r e n c e between 
the uncreated God and the created creatures. These two natures can by 
no means be mixed or confused: they remain r a d i c a l l y d i s t i n c t from each 
other f o r ever, and thus no t r a n s u b s t a n t i a t i o n i s possible. Florovsky's 
c o r r e c t emphasis on the r a d i c a l d i f f e r e n c e between these two natures 
intends t o st r e s s the freedom of God. God does not need the e x i s t i n g 
w o r l d , he i s superi o r t o i t i n a l l respects. I n one word: God i s the 
Creator. On the other side t h i s d i f f e r e n c e asserts the u t t e r dependence 
of man upon God. Man's l i f e i s God's f r e e g i f t , and includes c r e a t u r e l y 
freedom, f o r the r e l a t i o n t o God i s , according t o God's e t e r n a l w i l l , a 
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r e l a t i o n of freedom, though t h i s r e l a t i o n never overcomes the u t t e r 
d i f f e r e n c e i n nature. Consequently 'nature' i s the d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g 
p r i n c i p l e i n Plorovsky's theology. 
As f a r as the 'person' i s concerned these two natures are u n i t e d . 
I t i s by means of person and the d i v i n e energies t h a t man and God can 
and do meet. Thus the category of 'person' stresses the u n i t y of the 
created and the uncreated. This u n i t y or intercourse between man and 
God, however, i s understood as something dynamic, f o r i t i s an i n t e r -
course between t o a c t i v e f r e e subjects. Consequently the term 'person' 
stresses the s u b j e c t i v e side of the r e l a t i o n betv.'oen God and man, while 
'nature' denotes the o b j e c t i v e aspect of t h i s r e l a t i o n . We have seen 
t h a t t h i s personal encounter i s a task f o r man. The way i n which he 
r e a l i z e s the c a p a c i t i e s of h i s nature determines h i s existence. 
Plorovsky described the s t r u c t u r e of o r i g i n a l man as a congruence 
of nature and person. This i d e a l s t a t e of the human s t r u c t u r e was l o s t 
through the f a l l . The good composition of man ran out of tune and l o s t 
i t s o r i g i n a l harmony. According t o Florovsky two problems a r i s e f o r 
man here and both are r e l a t e d t o the d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and 
person. Due t o the f a l l man's nature became mortal and was enslaved t o 
the d e s t r u c t i v e power of death. Florovsky t h e r e f o r e describes the s i n f u l 
s t a t e of man's existence by the term ' m o r t a l i t y ' , which sums up the 
consequences of man's act upon h i s nature. On the side of the human 
person the f a l l r e s u l t e d i n a d i s f i g u r e d freedom, the freedom of choice. 
Thus 'person' denotes man's r e s p o n s i b i l i t y coram ;deo. Man i s confronted 
w i t h the choice between l i f e and existence, t o use Augustine's 
d i s t i n c t i o n again. I n t h i s perspective the work of C h r i s t i s t w o f o l d , on 
the one hand i t i s the s a l v a t i o n of human nature from c o r r u p t i o n and 
death, and on the other hand i t i s a challenge which touches man's person 
and heals the d i s f i g u r e d freedom, f o r man has t o " j u s t i f y the r e s u r r e c t i o n 
f o r h i m s e l f " . According t o Florovsky the human s t r u c t u r e became 
problematic t o man due t o the f a l l . The c r e a t u r e l y being could not be 
di s s o l v e d by the personal a c t of s i n . This l e d t o the antinomy i n man 
between 'the law of s i n ' and 'the law of nature', the l a t t e r being the 
law of God innate i n man's very nature. Though man's nature i s corrupted 
because of the f a l l , i t s t i l l remains God's good c r e a t i o n . Though man's 
acts are acts of s i n , he s t i l l r e t a i n s h i s c r e a t u r e l y being, i . e . he can 
never escape from h i s creaturehood. 
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I n conclusion we may say t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n between person and 
nature serves the purpose t o st r e s s f i r s t l y the d i f f e r e n c e between God 
and man as regards t h e i r nature and secondly the p o s s i b i l i t y of a 
personal u n i t y between God and man. The d i s t i n c t i o n becomes r e l e v a n t 
f o r the selfconsciousness of man when the s i n i s introduced i n t o man, 
because s i n , the personal act of r e v o l t against God's law, separates 
the human person from h i s good nature. Though the p o i n t of the n a t u r a l 
d i f f e r e n c e t o God and personal u n i t y w i t h God may not be overlooked, 
one has t o say t h a t i t i s the problem of s i n which brings the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between nature and person t o the mind of man. Man as a sinner experiences 
the d i s t i n c t i o n between h i s nature and h i s person. Consequently we may 
say t h a t i t i s s i n which d i f f e r e n t i a t e s the human person from h i s 
nature i n s e t t i n g the human person i n o p p o s i t i o n t o h i s nature. 
At t h i s p o i n t we have t o ask, however, whether i t i s c o r r e c t t o 
asser t t h a t s i n d i f f e r e n t i a t e s the human person from h i s nature i n the 
sense t h a t man r e a l i z e s the s p l i t i n the human composition. This problem 
i s concerned w i t h the question of the s i t u a t i o n of man coram deo, which 
f i n d s i t s expression i n the question of a f r e e w i l l . Before we consider 
t h i s important problem, we have t o discuss Florovsky's n o t i o n t h a t the 
contact between man and God i s a "personal encounter". We f e e l 
compelled t o ask, i n which way have we t o conceive of the d i v i n e energies 
as personal expessions of God. This c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the d o c t r i n e of 
God i s necessary i n order t o understand the d o c t r i n e of man. 
3- The d i s t i n c t i o n between the d i v i n e nature (being) and the d i v i n e 
energies ( a c t ) . 
Florovsky introduced the r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n God between h i s being and 
h i s energies i n order to assert t h a t c r e a t i o n i s a f r e e d i v i n e act and 
i n no way i s necessary f o r the completeness of Gcd's existence. But t o 
my mind the s i m p l i c i t y of God which he po s t u l a t e s i s too abstract, a 
n o t i o n , not a t a l l concrete. God's being has no e f f e c t and h i s 
e f f e c t i v e r e a l i t y i s conceived of i n a r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n from h i s being. 
Thus both are conceived of as two d i v i n e spheres''". The r e l a t i o n between 
the two i s the f a c t t h a t the energies are conceived of as proceeding from 
t h e being of God. This however leads t o the conclusion t h a t the being 
of God i s "completely formless and the form of God completely l a c k i n g i n 
2 
being" . This becomes c l e a r when Florovsky asserts t h a t the " i n t r a -
D ivine l i f e i s hidden from our understanding"^, i t i s "absolutely 
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Incommunicable t o the creatures" , and " a l l s o t e r i o l o g i c a l m o t i f s must 
be e l i m i n a t e d " i n a d o c t r i n e of the T r i n i t y . Does t h i s mean t h a t the 
> ' i 
d o c t r i n e of the T r i n i t y i s no £.•><**to v ? Or t h a t i t i s , as i t were, 
an a d d i t i o n a l t h e o l o g i c a l expression f o r something of minor importance? 
The d o c t r i n e of the T r i n i t y seems t o be i n t h i s view an e x i s t e n t i a l l y 
i r r e l e v a n t a r t i c l e . "Die Wahrheit des Glaubens indessen i s t Konkret. 
Die T r i n i t a t s l e h r e , d i e i h r e r s e i t s durchaus abst.rakt f o r m u l i e r t werden 
kann und mu§, e r f u l l t i h r e Punktion e r s t dann wenn s i e das mysterium 
t r i n i t a t i s a l s konkrete Wahrheit e i n s i c h t i g werden la§t"^. 
One might be tempted t o say t h a t according t o Florovsky's present-
a t i o n the T r i n i t y i s concrete i n the sense t h a t the energies proceed 
7 
from the Divine love . But how can he assert t h i s , i f we cannot assert 
anything about God's i n n e r t r i n i t a r i a n l i f e , i f God does not reveal h i s 
nature, but only h i s w i l l , i . e . h i s energies, which have t o be d i s t i n g u i -
shed c a r e f u l l y from the d i v i n e being i n three hypostases? The question 
becomes even more r e l e v a n t , i f one takes up b i b l i c a l statements about 
God who i s the ^ 4eF»l»j and the one who k i l l s , who loves and punishes etc. 
And t h i s i s not j u s t - as Florovsky would probably say - anthropomorphic 
language which r e f e r s t o the d i v i n e a c t , because C h r i s t h i m s e l f , i . e . 
not only h i s humanity, ^iVPyUive^ uUtf +jfMV (Gal 3,13). I n other 
words, how do we understand God i n the context of gospel and law? Most 
c e r t a i n l y not i n simply a s s e r t i n g t h a t God i s love, w i t h o u t g i v i n g reasons 
f o r the d e s c r i p t i o n of the d i v i n e being! Thus how does one know t h a t 
God's energies are l o v e , because they proceed from love? There can be 
no c e r t a i n t y a t a l l , i f there i s something behind the energies which 
could be t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t from God's r e l a t i o n s t o the world revealed 
i n h i s energies. How can one know t h a t God w i l l not act i n a completely 
d i f f e r e n t way i n the f u t u r e ? We may summarize the problem of the d o c t r i n e 
of the d i v i n e energies i n s t a t i n g the f o l l o w i n g conclusion. According 
t o Florovsky man partakes i n the d i v i n e energies and consequently becomes 
a d e i f i e d creature. Florovsky c a l l e d t h i s a "personal encounter" between 
man and God, but he denied at the same time t h a t the energies are d i v i n e 
hypostasis. But i n which way i s theosis a personal encounter between man 
and God, i f the energies are 1. d i s t i n c t from the d i v i n e being i n three 
hypostases and 2. no hypostases themselves? 
This problem has t o be discussed i n the wider context of the d o c t r i n e 
of God. We w i l l t h e r e f o r e consider Florovsky's d i s t i n c t i o n between 
nature and person as regards h i s d o c t r i n e of God i n presenting the 
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problems of h i s conception and a rough attempt t o demonstate how the 
problem could be solved. We w i l l s t a r t t o do t h i s by considering 
the basic Orthodox concept t h a t the being of God i s u l t i m a t e l y 
unknowable. 
3.1. The unknowability of God's being - a c r i t i c i s m of apophatic 
theology. 
According t o Florovsky, God reveals himself i n h i s energies and only 
through them. Thus he i s always iWlKilvl T»|j bi/ci*.^ w i t h h i s being . 
Consequently one cannot t a l k about God's being i n an a f f i r m a t i v e way 
but has t o use apophatic language, which means t h a t we t a l k about God 
from the f u r t h e s t p o ssible distance and i n doing so one has t o say, t h a t 
even these expressions are inadequate t o describe the d i v i n e being. 
Consequently the only a p p r o p r i a t e way t o t a l k about God's being (essence) 
i s t o be s i l e n t . Thus apophatic language leads, t o use Lossky's 
q 
terminology, t o a knowledge of God's being, which i s complete ignorance , 
i t leads i n t o a precise s i l e n c e . Revelation i n t h i s concept opens up 
and strengthens the i m p o s s i b i l i t y to t a l k about God's being. Thus 
r e v e l a t i o n leads i n t o even gre a t e r veiledness and mysterious s u p e r i o r i t y 
of God i n being, over the created being of the world. The o r i g i n a l 
purpose of apophatic theology i s t o safeguard God's absolute being. 
Florovsky t r i e s t o achieve t h i s by a s s e r t i n g , t h a t " i t would be u n f i t t i n g 
and f r u i t l e s s t o introduce the n o t i o n of w i l l i n t o the i n t e r n a l l i f e 
of the Godhead, f o r the sake of d e f i n i n g the r e l a t i o n between the 
Hypostases, because the Persons of the A l l - H o l y - T r i n i t y e x i s t above any 
ki n d of r e l a t i o n and a c t i o n , and by t h e i r Being determine the r e l a t i o n s 
between Themselves" 1^. He wants t o assert the absolute remoteness and 
freedom of the essence of God. No q u a l i f i c a t i o n of a psychological order 
should be asserted of the T r i n i t y , because t h a t would be an act of w i l l . 
Lossky goes even f u r t h e r i n saying t h a t a ssertions l i k e 'God's being i s 
lov e ' are inadequate, because 1. the u n i t y of the d i v i n e hypostases i s 
even greater than love and 2. love i s an expression f o r a "common 
m a n i f e s t a t i o n , the 'love-energy' possessed by the three hypostases" 1"". 
Does t h i s understanding of God's being r e s t r i c t h i s being to an 
incommunicable s o l i t u d e ? Do we not have t o say t h a t t o conceive of God 
as love "hei§t j a auf jeden F a l l : Gott als S e l b s t m i t t e i l u n g zu denken" 1 2? 
According t o t h i s l a t t e r statement God's being i s not a mystery which v e i l s 
i t s e l f and i n r e v e a l i n g i t s e l f v e i l s i t s e l f t o an even greater e x t e n t , 
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but God reveals h i s mystery w i t h o u t e x p l a i n i n g i t . Thus the t r u e 
task t o assert the freedom of God's being should not lead to the 
consequence t h a t one cannot t a l k about God's being at a l l . I t i s 
p r e c i s e l y because God's being i s love, t h a t h i s r e v e l a t i o n reveals h i s 
being, and not j u s t T\i T ^ I / ^>Cciv1^. 
According t o Florovsky and the Orthodox d o c t r i n e God i s not 
completely unknowable i n h i s being, because the knowledge of God's 
, 14 «* " tr > t' 
existence i s innate i n man s nature , thus oTl /*IV t><J\s tCTl vit>^ , 
S^Aev . ri £( tcTL K<2T r u a ' i l ' Kll ifvti* i . KATJ> WTO V TtoTp 
\ v " l r ) T*irttAV\ Kit d^utToV B u t h o w c a n o n e s a y t h a t there i s something 
w i t h o u t saying t h a t t h i s something is? The mere f a c t that there i s 
something does not n e c e s s a r i l y lead t o the conclusion t h a t t h i s something 
has t o be c a l l e d God. Florovsky, t a k i n g up t h i s l i n e of a long eastern 
and western t r a d i t i o n , now asserts t h a t we know God through h i s energies. 
From these energies we may conclude t o the being of God. But according 
t o Florovsky even t h i s should not be done: "The r e l a t i o n s of the three 
Hypostases must be defined w i t h o u t any r e l a t i o n t o the creature, 
preconceived, r e a l i z e d , f a l l e n i n t o s i n , saved or s a n c t i f i e d " ^ . The 
T r i n i t y remains a mystery, which man cannot know and our assertions 
about i t are inadequate, because deus semper maior. The a s s e r t i o n t h a t 
God i s being i s unknowable seems to safeguard the r i g h t a s s e r t i o n t h a t 
God's nature i s a mystery. But i s the reason f o r the mystery of God our 
i n c a p a b i l i t y t o express t h i s or do we not have t o say t h a t God 
17 
c o n s t i t u t e s t h i s mystery h i m s e l f ? To put i t i n other words: The 
a s s e r t i o n of the complete unkn o w a b i l i t y of God on the one hand and the 
a s s e r t i o n of God's revealedness i n h i s energies on the other hand l e d 
t o the conclusion t h a t God himself i s " s p l i t " i n t o h i s being and h i s 
a c t i n g , t h a t there i c a r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n God. I t was a necessary 
d i s t i n c t i o n f o r Florovsky i n order t o assert the freedom of God, and i t 
i s t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i n God which c o n s t i t u t e s the d i v i n e mystery. But 
"die Berufung Gottes a l s eines Geheimnisses kommt ohnehin immer zu 
spat. I n das Geheimnis, das Gott i s t , kann der Mensch s e i n e r s e i t s nur 
berufen werden. Da§ dies geschehen i s t , behauptet der c h r i s t l i c h e 
Glaube, der damit a l l e r d i n g s zugleieh d i e Verschlossenheit dieses 
i 8 
Geheimnisses b e s t r e i t e t " 
Concluding we may say t h a t there are c h r i s t o l o g i c a l arguments which 
oppose apophatic theology. To conceive of God as love means, t h a t one 
cannot conceive of God's being as an incommunicable s o l i t u d e , because the 
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l o v e , w h i c h i s h i s b e i n g , c o n s t i t u t e s r e l a t i o n s i n God h i m s e l f . These 
r e l a t i o n s i m p l y a l r e a d y t h e r e a d i n e s s o f God t o surpass h i s l e v e l o f 
e x i s t e n c e f o r t h e sake o f something o t h e r t h a n h i m s e l f . On t h e o t h e r 
hand a p o p h a t i c t h e o l o g y a s s e r t s t h e i n a p a b i l i t y o f man t o d e s c r i b e t h e 
d i v i n e b e i n g . B u t because God r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f i n C h r i s t , he asked man 
t o p a r t a k e i n h i s m y s t e r y . I t i s God h i m s e l f who e s t a b l i s h e s t h e 
m y s t e r y , b u t remains b e i n g t h e m y s t e r y . We may t h e r e f o r e say t h a t t h e 
d i s t i n c t i o n between b e i n g and God i s p r o b l e m a t i c and we may conclu d e 
t h i s s e c t i o n i n a s k i n g w h e t h e r a p o p h a t i c t h e o l o g y r e a l l y f u l f i l s t h e 
purpose o f e m p h a s i z i n g t h e d i f f e r e n c e i n n a t u r e between man and God. 
The h y p o t h e s i s i s t h a t a p o p h a t i c t h e o l o g y does n o t keep t h e 
d i f f e r e n c e between God and man. T h i s may seem s u r p r i s i n g because t h e 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t and " n e c e s s i t y " f o r a p o p h a t i c t h e o l o g y was e x a c t l y t h i s 
p o i n t . The c r i t i c i s m o f a n t h r o p o m o r p h i c language, (and man's language 
i s n e c e s s a r i l y a n t h r o p o m o r p h i c ) c e n t r e s on t h e f a c t t h a t one t a l k s a bout 
God as i f he i s man, t h u s does n o t c o n c e i v e o f God as God, who i s 
a b s o l u t e l y t r a n s c e n d e n t and n o t t o be confounded w i t h t h e c r e a t u r e s . 
C o n s e q u e n t l y a p o p h a t i c t h e o l o g y asks i n t h e end f o r a d e - h u m a n i s a t i o n o f 
t h e o l o g i c a l language. T h i s however l e a d s t o t h e d i s a p p e a r a n c e o f God 
i n t o t h e unknowable and u n e x p r e s s a b l e , o r i n t o i g n o r a n c e and t h e r e b y 
God l o s e s h i s c o n c r e t e (!) d i s s i m i l a r i t y as r e g a r d s man. Because God 
19 
i s dehumanised i n t h i s way he cannot be a c o n c r e t e p a r t n e r f o r man 
P l o r o v s k y w o u l d p r o b a b l y r e j e c t t h i s c r i t i c i s m w i t h t h e a s s e r t i o n t h a t 
God i s the p a r t n e r o f man as God i . e . by means o f t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s . 
The d i v i n e w i l l i s , however, secondary t o t h e d i v i n e b e i n g , as we have 
20 
seen , and c o n s e q u e n t l y we have t o r e p e a t . e a r l i e r c r i t i c i s m : Man 
c a n n o t be su r e w h e t h e r t h e r e a r e d i v i n e p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s , w h i c h oppose 
t h e p r e d e s t i n a t i o n s w h i c h have been r e a l i z e d a l r e a d y . Thus t h e 
q u e s t i o n o f t h e d o c t r i n e o f God, w h i c h i n c l u d e s t h e problem o f t h e 
r e l a t i o n o f d i v i n e b e i n g and d i v i n e a c t , i s u l t i m a t e l y a q u e s t i o n 
w h i c h c o n f r o n t s man w i t h t h e p r d i e m o f c e r t a i n t y o f f a i t h . Because man 
ca n n o t know t h e d i v i n e b e i n g a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y ' s concept man can n o t 
be s u r e w h e t h e r o r n o t God i s g o i n g t o c o n t i n u e h i s a c t s by means o f 
t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s , w h i c h are grace and as such God h i m s e l f . We may 
t h e r e f o r e say t h a t a p o p h a t i c t h e o l o g y makes i m p o s s i b l e the c o n c r e t e 
d i f f e r e n c e between God and man i n b e i n g , and c o n s e q u e n t l y i t has t o 
p o s t u l a t e t h i s d i f f e r e n c e i n an a b s t r a c t way. 
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The d i s c u s s i o n o f t h e u n k n o w a b i l i t y o f God's b e i n g r e s u l t e d i n 
th e q u e s t i o n o f t h e c e r t a i n t y o f t h e C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , because t h e 
r e l a t i o n between t h e d i v i n e b e i n g and t h e d i v i n e a c t seems t o be 
p r o b l e m a t i c due t o t h e c r i t i c i s m s , w h i c h I have t r i e d t o p o i n t o u t . 
Con s e q u e n t l y , we have t o c o n s i d e r t h i s problem i n t h e f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n 
w h i c h f i n a l l y w i l l l e a d us t o a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l s o l u t i o n . 
3 . 2 . The freedom o f God and t h e c e r t a i n t y o f f a i t h 
The p r o blem o f d i v i n e freedom and t h e problem o f human c e r t a i n t y o f 
f a i t h are s t r o n g l y i n t e r r e l a t e d . T h i s was our c o n i u s i o n drawn f r o m 
th e c r i t i c i s m o f F l o r o v s k y ' s d o c t r i n e o f God, w h i c h i s based on t h e 
d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e d i v i n e b e i n g and t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s . I n o r d e r 
t o p r e s e n t t h e p r o b l e m o f concern we s h a l l b r i e f l y r e c a l l P l o r o v s k y 1 s 
argument and t h e o b j e c t i o n s , w h i c h have been expressed so f a r . 
F l o r o v s k y came t o t h e r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n God between h i s b e i n g and 
h i s e n e r g i e s i n o r d e r t o s a f e g u a r d God's freedom as t h e C r e a t o r . God 
t h i n k s up t h e w o r l d f r o m e t e r n i t y , w h i c h i s an a c t o f w i l l . The b a s i s 
f o r t h i s t h i n k i n g up must be - a c c o r d i n g t o P l o r o v s k y - t h e d i v i n e 
b e i n g , w h i c h i s l o v e , f o r t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s p r o c e e d f r o m t h e b e i n g . 
C o n c l u d i n g f r o m F l o r o v s k y ' s arguments, however, we f e e l c o m p e l l e d t o 
a s s e r t t h a t t o c o n c e i v e o f God's b e i n g as l o v e i s an i m p o s s i b l e a s s e r t i o n 
because - a c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y - one cannot say a n y t h i n g about t h e 
i n n e r t r i n i t a t i a n l i f e , t h u s we cannot say t h a t God's b e i n g i s l o v e . God 
cann o t be t h e C r e a t o r "from a l l e t e r n i t y " i n h i s b e i n g , because t h e n 
God would have t o c r e a t e i n o r d e r t o complete h i s Godhead, n o t j u s t h i s 
be i n g however, b u t h i s w i l l as w e l l , w h i c h has t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d f r o m 
t h e d i v i n e b e i n g , b u t w h i c h i s God h i m s e l f . C o n s e q u e n t l y t h e "image o f 
t h e w o r l d " i n God i s t h o u g h t up " a t some i n s t a n t i n e t e r n i t y " , w h i c h i s 
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an a c t o f w i l l . T h i s means t h a t God "becomes", as i t were, t h e C r e a t o r 
Why God t h o u g h t up t h e w o r l d i s i n d e e d u l t i m a t e l y unknowable, b u t i f we 
cann o t a s s e r t t h a t God i s l o v e , as I have t r i e d t o show c o n c l u d i n g f r o m 
F l o r o v s k y ' s argument, t h e n t h i s a c t o f p r e d e s t i n a t i o n i s a r b i t r a r y i n 
so f a r as God c o u l d s t i l l have p r e d e s t i n e d something e l s e , w h i c h i s s t i l l 
unknown and u n r e v e a l e d , t h e d e s t r u c t i o n o f t h e w o r l d i n t h e y e a r 2000 f o r 
example. I n s a y i n g t h i s I do n o t want t o a s s e r t t h a t God a l r e a d y 
r e v e a l e d e v e r y t h i n g t h a t he p r e d e s t i n e d , b u t he r e v e a l e d t h e way i n w h i c h 
he wants t o be t o g e t h e r w i t h mankind and t h a t t h i s p r e d e s t i n a t i o n i s 
i r r e v o c a b l e , f o r i t i s " r o o t e d " i n t h e d i v i n e b e i n g , w h i c h I t r y t o 
p r e s e n t below. My argument s t a n d s and f a l l s w i t h t h e term o f a 'double-
22 
l a a t i i r f r r i c r e a t i o n ' o f God . Though F l o r o v s k y a s s e r t e d t h a t " i n t r o d u c i n g 
a k i n d o f i m p i o u s f o r t u i t o u s n e s s o r a r b i t r a r i n e s s i n i t s ( t h e c r e a t i o n s ) 
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e x i s t e n c e and g e n e s i s .... i s c o n t r a d i c t o r y and d e r o g a t o r y t o t h e 
2"3 
D i v i n e Wisdom" , t h e d i s t i n c t i o n i n God between b e i n g and e n e r g i e s 
l e a d s t o t h i s a s sumption o f a r b i t r a r i n e s s , w h i c h i s indeed an 
i m p i o u s t h o u g h t . 
We may t h e r e f o r e say t h a t P l o r o v s k y f a i l e d t o show a p r o p e r 
r e l a t i o n between t h e d i v i n e b e i n g and t h e d i v i n e a c t , by a n s w e r i n g 
t h e q u e s t i o n , why one s h o u l d c a l l t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s an e x p r e s s i o n 
o f t h e d i v i n e b e i n g , w h i c h i s l o v e , by means o f p o s t u l a t e s o n l y , 
such as t h e f o l l o w i n g : " i n d e e d i t w o u l d be absu r d t o co n t e n d t h a t 
God's goodness and mercy a r e j u s t H i s v o l u n t a r y h a b i t , and n o t p a r t 
24 
o f h i s n a t u r e ' . B u t God r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f i n C h r i s t and by means o f 
t h i s r e v e l a t i o n he gave an answer t o t h e problem o f t h e freedom o f God, 
w h i c h i n c l u d e s t h e problem o f c e r t a i n t y o f f a i t h . We w i l l t r y t o o u t -
l i n e a s o l u t i o n f o r t h e s e p roblems b r i e f l y . 
God does n o t a c t a r b i t r a r i l y , because he i n h i s e n t i r e Godhead i s 
l o v e and t h e r e f o r e f r e e . Because he i s f r e e he i s l o v e . "So w i e L i e t e 
n i e m a l s erzwungen werden kann, sondern s i c h i n einem sehr genauen S i n n 
von s e l b s t e i n s t e l l t , so i s t G o t t von s i c h s e l b s t h e r , was e r i s t , eben 
L i e b e . I n diesem S i n n i s t F r e i h e i t e i n k o n s t i t u t i v e s Moment d e r Liebe" c'" J. 
God i s f r e e , t h i s means he i s u n c o n d i t i o n e d . He c o n d i t i o n s h i m s e l f , b u t 
he i s n o t c o n d i t i o n e d by a n y t h i n g e l s e . B ut t o be u n c o n d i t i o n e d does 
n o t mean a n y t h i n g i f i t i s n o t c o n c r e t e . The s c i e n t i f i c i d e a o f t h e 
" b i g bang" a t t h e b e g i n n i n g o f t h e w o r l d i s f o r example c o n c e i v e d o f as 
u n c o n d i t i o n e d as w e l l ! Thus t o be u n c o n d i t i o n e d can i m p l y b e i n g 
u n m o t i v a t e d . To c o n c e i v e o f God as u n m o t i v a t e d and u n c o n d i t i o n e d means 
t h e r e f o r e t o u n d e r s t a n d h i s a c t s as e v e n t s o f pure a r b i t r a r i n e s s , t o 
un d e r s t a n d God as a m y s t e r i u m tremendum. God however i s n o t a c t i n g 
a r b i t r a r i l y b u t d e t e r m i n e s h i m s e l f and he does t h i s f r e e l y . " G o t t 
b e s t i m m t s i c h s e l b s t . Und G o t t b e s t i m m t s i c h .... D i e t h e o l o g i s c h e 
26 
K a t e g o r i e f t i r d i e s e n o n t o l o g i s c h e n S a c h v e r h a l t hei§t F r e i h e i t " 
" S e q u i t u r nunc, l i b e r u m a r b i t r i u m esse p l a n e d i v i n u m nomen, nec u l l i 
27 
posse competere quam s o l i d i v i n a e m a i e s t a t i " " . Thus God's freedom i s 
28 
always c o n c r e t e and d i r e c t e d . God i s f r e e i n d e t e r m i n i n g h i m s e l f f o r 
h i s b e i n g man i n t h e man Jesus i n o r d e r t o be God i n and w i t h t h i s man. 
Here l i e s t h e o r i g i n o f t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e T r i n i t y , w h i c h c o n c e i v e d o f 
God as T r i n i t y because o f t h e b e l i e f o f t h e e a r l y C h r i s t i a n s t h a t God was 
29 
i n t h i s man Jesus . But i n t h e f o r t h c o m i n g t r a d i t i o n one c o n c e i v e d of 
God w i t h o u t c o n c e i v i n g o f t h e c r u c i f i e d as God. Thus God's freedom was 
u n d e r s t o o d i n an a b s t r a c t sense. B u t God i s f r e e i n so f a r as t h i s 
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freedom i s c o n c r e t e . And t h i s c o n c r e t e n e s s o f God i s e t e r n a l , i t i s 
n o t an a c t o f w i l l , b u t i s h i s b e i n g . Thus God i s "quatenus i n d u t u s 
30 
e t p r o d i t u s v e r b o suo, quo n o b i s esse o b t u l i t . B u t t h i s i n c l u d e s 
t h e m y s t e r y o f t h e T r i n i t y : " I l l u d summum m y s t e r i u m p r o d i t u m e t c , 
C h r i s t u m f i l i u m D e i f a c t u m hominem, Esse Deum t r i n u m e t unum, C h r i s t u m 
31 
p r o n o b i s passum e t r e g n a t u r u m a e t e r n a l i t e r " . Thus Melanchthon's 
s e n t e n c e , w h i c h c o u l d have been s a i d by F l o r o v s k y as w e l l , " M y s t e r i a 
32 
d i v i n i t a t i s r e c t i u s a d o r a v e r i m u s quam v e s t i g a v e r i m u s " i s wrong i n t h e 
sense t h a t n o t t h e whole m y s t e r y has been r e v e a l e d , t h u s t h a t something 
b e h i n d t h i s r e v e l a t i o n m i g h t endanger t h e r e v e l a t i o n i n C h r i s t . L u t h e r 
r e j e c t s t h i s i n s a y i n g 'quae s u p r a nos n i h i l ad nos', e m p h a s i z i n g t h a t 
God's r e v e l a t i o n i s d e f i n i t i v e and t h e "deus a b s c o n d i t u s " no h e l p f o r 
us a t a l l , q u i t e on t h e c o n t r a r y , he i s and becomes t h e d e v i l f o r us, 
33 
because we (!) make him t h e d e v i l . Consequently t h e v e i l e d n e s s o f 
t h e t r i u n e God i s n o t a myste-y w h i c h cannot be known a t a l l , b u t i t i s 
a m y s t e r i u m (!) p r o d i t u m . T h i s however was f o r g o t t e n i n t h e 
f o r m u l a t i o n o f t h e t r i n i t a r i a n dogma. Because one i n t r o d u c e d a l i e n 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l and m e t a p h y s i c a l p r i n c i p l e s such as t h e p r i n c i p l e o f 
i m m u t a b i l i t y , a p a t h y e t c . These m e t a p h y s i c a l p r i n c i p l e s however were 
n o t " g i v e n by God", i . e . " N e c e s s i t a t e d " i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f h i s deeds, 
b u t men gave p r i o r i t y t o m e t a p h y s i c a l i d e a s though h a v i n g c o r r e c t 
i n t e n t i o n s . 
Prom a l l e t e r n i t y God d e t e r m i n e d h i m s e l f i n C h r i s t t o come t o man. 
T h i s e t e r n a l s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n m a n i f e s t s God's freedom. Thus we have 
35 
t o c o n c e i v e o f God i n a c o n c r e t e way as an e t e r n a l b e i n g i n movement . 
T h i s b e i n g o f God however has t o be c o n c e i v e d o f i n an h e r m e n e u t i c a l 
c i r c l e . God d e t e r m i n e s h i m s e l f f r e e l y t o be God n o t w i t h o u t coming t o 
t h i s man Jesus f r o m a l l e t e r n i t y . " G o t t kommt von G o t t ; aber e r w i l l 
n i c h t ohne uns zu s i c h s e l b s t kommen. G o t t kommt zu G o t t - aber m i t 
dem Menschen. Deshalb g e h b r t schon zu G o t t e s G o t t l i c h k e i t s e i n e 
M e n s c h l i c h k e i t . Das i s t es, was d i e T h e o l o g i e e n d l i c h zu l e r n e n h a t (!) 
36 
. T h i s does n o t mean t h a t t h e e x i s t e n c e o f man i s n e c e s s a r y f o r God 
t o be God. H i s s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n has t o be c o n c e i v e d o f as h i s f r e e 
and u n c o n d i t i o n a l m a n i f e s t a t i o n o f h i s freedom. Thus God r e l a t e s f r o m 
a l l e t e r n i t y t o man i n C h r i s t . To t a l k a b out a p o t e n t i a a b s o l u t a d e i 
d e n o t e s o n l y t h a t God i s a l r e a d y d e t e r m i n e d by n o t h i n g b u t h i m s e l f , b u t 
37 
he n e v e r has t h i s p o t e n t i a a b s o l u t a as an u n m o t i v a t e d p o t e n t i a l . I n 
t h i s s e l f - d e t e r m i n e d e x i s t e n c e God i s complete and t h e a c t u a l e x i s t e n c e 
o f t h e w o r l d does n o t add a n y t h i n g t o h i s b e i n g . But he i s e t e r n a l l y 
r e l a t e d t o man i n C h r i s t . On t h e o t h e r hand we must n o t c o n c e i v e o f 
God c r e a t i n g a r b i t r a r i l y . T h i s i s o n l y p o s s i b l e i f t h e b e i n g o f man 
t o be c r e a t e d a l r e a d y moves th e b e i n g o f God f r o m a l l e t e r n i t y , i . e . 
i n C h r i s t . "Eben d i e s e S e lbstbestimmung i m p l i z i e r t nun aber, wenn 
s i e w i r k l i c h E n t s c h e i d u n g d e r L i e b e i s t , rait einem anderen und n u r 
m i t diesem zu s i c h s e l b e r kommen zu w o l l e n , d i e P r e i h e i t e i n e s Gegeniiber 
38 
von G o t t und Mensch" . 
We a r e n o t a t t h e s t a g e t h a t we can answer t h e O r i g e n i s t i c problem: 
God i s indeed t h e C r e a t o r f r o m a l l e t e r n i t y , because he d e t e r m i n e d 
h i m s e l f f r e e l y n o t t o be God w i t h o u t coming t o man. B u t t h i s does n o t 
mean t h a t he needs t h e c r e a t u r e s f o r t h i s , f o r God comes t o man f r o m a l l 
e t e r n i t y i n h i s son and i n coming f r o m God t h e F a t h e r , God comes t o 
God t h e Son. Prom a l l e t e r n i t y God i s r e a d y t o c r e a t e , t h u s t h e 
C r e a t o r , b u t t h e r e i s no n e c e s s i t 5 ^ f o r him t o c r e a t e i n o r d e r t o 
c o m p l e t e h i s Godhead. 
I n c o n c l u s i o n we may say t h a t t h e freedom o f God t h e C r e a t o r may be 
a s s e r t e d w i t h o u t t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e d i v i n e b e i n g and t h e 
d i v i n e e n e r g i e s . The o m i s s i o n o f t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s 
was n e c e s s a r y f o r C h r i s t o l o g i c a l r e a s o n s , w h i c h i n c l u d e a t t h e same 
t i m e t h e c e r t a i n t y o f man's f a i t h . Because we do n o t have t o d i s t i n g u i s h 
between b e i n g and a c t i n God, as two d i v i n e s p h e r e s , man can be sure 
o f t h e f a c t t h a t God does n o t revoke h i s purpose f o r c r e a t i o n , f o r he 
g u a r a n t e e s t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d by means o f h i s Son. Prom t h i s 
b r i e f e x p o s i t i o n we may come t o t h e c o n c l u s i o n t h a t God's b e i n g i s n o t 
d i s t i n c t f r o m h i s a c t , f o r even b e f o r e t h e w o r l d e x i s t e d God r e l a t e d t o 
h i m s e l f i n s e l f - c o n t e m p l a t i o n . T h i s e v e n t o f God's s e l f - r e l a t i o n i s h i s 
b e i n g , w h i c h i s l o v e . Because t h i s b e i n g i s l o v e i t i m p l i e s a l r e a d y t h e 
r e a d i n e s s t o r e l a t e t o s omething o t h e r t h a n h i m s e l f , i . e . t o man. We 
may t h e r e f o r e a s s e r t t h a t G 0d's b e i n g i s h i s becoming. However, we 
may say t h i s o n l y because o f t h e r e v e l a t i o n o f God i n C h r i s t . "Who 
God i s and what i t i s t o be d i v i n e i s s o m e t h i n g we have t o l e a r n where 
God has r e v e a l e d H i m s e l f and H i s n a t u r e : t h e essence o f t h e d i v i n e . And 
i f he r e v e a l e d H i m s e l f i n Jesus C h r i s t as t h e God who does t h i s , i t i s 
n o t f o r us t o be w i s e r t h a n He and t o say t h a t i t i s i n c o n t r a d i t i o n w i t h 
t h e d i v i n e essence .... b u t t o l e a r n t o c o r r e c t our n o t i o n s o f t h e b e i n g 
,,39 
of God, t o r e c o n s t i t u t e them i n t h e l i g h t t h a t He does t h i s 
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3 . 3 C o n c l u s i o n s 
The c o n c e r n o f t h i s s e c t i o n i s t h e q u e s t i o n , w h e t h e r we may speak o f 
a " p e r s o n a l e n c o u n t e r " between God and man i n F l o r o v s k y ' s d o c t r i n e . 
H a v i n g b r o u g h t f o r w a r d some c r i t i c i s m on F l o r o v s k y ' s d o c t r i n e o f God, 
we may now say t h a t t h e Hesychast d o c t r i n e o f t h e d i v i n e e n e r g i e s l e a d s 
t o deep problems c o n c e r n i n g p r e c i s e l y t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and 
man. Due t o t h e c r i t i c i s m we f e l t c o m p e l l e d t o r e g a r d the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between n a t u r e and energy i n God as d e f i c i e n t f o r C h r i s t o l o g i c a l reasons. 
B e i n g and a c t are n o t t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d i n God. Due t o t h e p r i n c i p l e 
t h a t we can speak a b o u t God o n l y because o f h i s r e v e l a t i o n i n C h r i s t 
we w i l l have t o ask i n t h e f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n w h e t h e r t h i s p r i n c i p l e 
a p p l i e s t o t h e d o c t r i n e o f man as w e l l . C o n s e q u e n t l y we w i l l r e t u r n t o 
t h e q u e s t i o n , who s e t s t h e d i f f e r e n c e i n man between h i s n a t u r e and h i s 
pe r s o n o r i s i t p o s s i b l e t o abandon t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n a l t o g e t h e r ? 
4 . The d i s t i n c t i o n between human n a t u r e ( b e i n g ) and human p e r s o n ( a c t ) 
4 . 1 . The n e c e s s i t y f o r t h e d i s t i n c t i o n 
A c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y man i s one h y p o s t a s i s i n one n a t u r e , I t i s t h e 
i d e a o f p e r s o n a l i t y w h i c h d i s t i n g u i s h e d man f r o m a l l o t h e r c r e a t u r e s . The 
human 'person' i s t h e d i f f e r e n t i a s p e c i f i c a o f t h e h i g h e s t c r e a t u r e among 
a l l o t h e r c r e a t u r e s . B ut even t h e human n a t u r e i s d i f f e r e n t f r o m a l l 
o t h e r n a t u r e , f o r i t i s t h e b e a r e r o f t h e image o f God. For P l o r o v s k y 
n a t u r e i s a r e l a t i o n a l t e r m , because human n a t u r e r e l a t e s t o i t s C r e a t o r 
qua b e i n g . One m i g h t even say t h a t human n a t u r e i s a k i n d o f "power 
s t a t i o n " , t h e e n e r g i e s o f w h i c h a re always d i r e c t e d t o w a r d God. Thus 
' n a t u r e ' denotes u l t i m a t e l y n o t h i n g e l s e b u t t h e c r e a t u r e l i n e s s o f t h e 
human b e i n g . T h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s o f n a t u r e has t o be a c t u a l i z e d by t h e 
human pe r s o n . C o n s e q u e n t l y t h e r e l a t i o n o f human n a t u r e t o God, w h i c h i s 
i n d e s t r u e t a b l e , has t o be a c t u a l i z e d by t h e r e l a t i o n o f t h e human pe r s o n 
t o h i s own n a t u r e . 
F l o r o v s k y ' s emphasis on t h e c r e a t u r e l i n e s s o f man, h i s s t r e s s on t h e 
o b j e c t i v e f a c t , t h a t man i s c r e a t e d 4s a n e c e s s a r y component o f e v e r y 
C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e o f c r e a t i o n . God r e l a t e s t o h i s c r e a t u r e s and e s p e c i a l l y 
t o man, because he i s t h e C r e a t o r o f a l l t h i n g s . T h i s i s an o b j e c t i v e 
r e a l i t y , w h i c h cannot be n e g l e c t e d . T h e r e f o r e i t i s c o r r e c t , i f 
F l o r o v s k y a s s e r t s t h a t t h e s a l v a t i o n o f human n a t u r e i s the c o n t e n t o f 
C h r i s t o l o g y , f o r t h e redeeming work o f C h r i s t e s t a b l i s h e s t h e r e l a t i o n 
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o f God t o man once a g a i n . Once a g a i n God s l o v i n g r e l a t i o n t o man 
i s a r e a l i t y w h i c h nobody, w h e t h e r he l i k e s i t or n o t , can p o s s i b l y 
escape f r o m , because "God wants a l l men t o be saved ( l Tim 2 , 4 ) . I f 
t h i s r e a l i t y o f God's c o n t i n u o u s r e l a t i o n t o a l l men i s denot e d w i t h 
t h e t e r m ' n a t u r e ' , t h e o l o g i a n s s h o u l d n o t q u a r r e l a b out t h i s . The 
f a c t t h a t God i s and remains t o be t h e C r e a t o r , even i f man has f a l l e n 
away f r o m him, i s i r r e v o c a b l e and i n d e s t r u c t a b l e . 
We f e e l c ompelled t o ask, however, w h e t h e r man i s c o n s c i o u s o f 
t h i s o b j e c t i v e f a c t . Whether man has t h e n a t u r a l p o t e n t i a l t o know 
a b o u t h i s c r e a t u r e h o o d . F l o r o v s k y a s s e r t e d t h i s , and c o n s e q u e n t l y he 
c l a i m e d t h a t f a l l e n man e x p e r i e n c e s on t h e one hand h i s good n a t u r e 
w i t h i t s tendency t o r e l a t e t o God and on t h e o t h e r hand h i s e v i l 
d o i n g . He d e n o t e d t h i s s t a t e o f man w i t h t h e t e r m 'gnomic w i l l ' , 
w h i c h d e s c r i b e s t h e d i s f i g u r e d freedom o f man, t h e freedom o f c h o i c e . 
S i n c e man had f a l l e n , he had t o choose w h e t h e r he wanted t o be w i t h God 
o r w h e t h e r he wanted t o deny t h e o b j e c t i v e r e a l i t y t h a t he i s c r e a t e d . 
B u t t h e p o t e n t i a l o f r e l a t i n g t o God was i n h e r e n t i n man's v e r y n a t u r e 
and i t was n o t a b o l i s h e d by s i n and c o r r u p t i o n . Due t o Paul's arguments 
i n Rom 1,18 - 3*20 we f e e l c o m p e l l e d t o r e g a r d t h i s concept o f freedom 
o f man as i n c o r r e c t . Rom 3,l0ff speaks a v e r y c l e a r and p r e c i s e 
language i n t h i s r e s p e c t : o u >c £ £ T L I / $i K&L O U 5 ( e f t , 
There i s nobody who seeks f o r God, because a l l men are l o s t under 
t h e power o f s i n . Paul n e v e r speaks o f t h e p o t e n t i a l o f man t o r e l a t e 
t o t h e o b j e c t i v e r e a l i t y o f c r e a t i o n and r e d e m p t i o n . E n c l o s e d i n s i n , 
man does n o t and he cannot r e a l i z e t h i s o b j e c t i v i t y s u b j e c t i v e l y . I f 
man has any freedom a t a l l as r e g a r d s h i s own s a l v a t i o n i t i s t h e "freedom" 
t o d e c i d e a g a i n s t God, f o r man i s l o s t i n s i n . L u t h e r once d e s c r i b e d 
t h i s r e d i t y o f f a l l e n man i n s a y i n g : "immo v e l l e t se esse deum e t deum 
non esse deum"^. F a l l e n man does n o t want t o r e l a t e t o God, b u t t h i s 
does n o t mean t h a t God does n o t want t o r e l a t e t o man anymore. I t i s 
God, t o be more p r e c i s e , i t i s God i n C h r i s t , who always r e l a t e s t o man. 
He wants a l l men t o be saved and t h e r e f o r e he has d e c i d e d f o r man i n a l l 
freedom. For t h e sake o f man he saves man even i f man has f a l l e n away 
f r o m him. We w i l l c l a r i f y t h i s p o i n t i n a s k i n g once a g a i n , how 
F l o r o v s k y c o n c e i v e d o f t h e s u b j e c t i v e s i d e o f man l o s t i n s i n . 
- 135 -
A c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y i t i s t h e p e r s o n a l a c t o f s i n n i n g w h i c h 
a l i e n a t e s t h e pe r s o n f r o m h i s own n a t u r e . F a l l e n man e x p e r i e n c e s t h e 
s p l i t i n t h e human c o m p o s i t i o n , w h i c h f i n d s i t s b e s t e x p r e s s i o n i n 
t h e r e a l i t y o f a freedom o f c h o i c e . I t i s t h e r e a l i t y o f s i n w h i c h 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e s n a t u r e and pe r s o n . The r e l a t i o n o f the human p e r s o n t o 
h i s n a t u r e has become u n c e r t a i n and u n t r u e . B ut once a g a i n we have 
t o c o n s i d e r t h e c a t e g o r i e s o f o b j e c t i v i t y and s u b j e c t i v i t y . They s i m p l y 
want t o denote t h e d i f f e r e n c e i n p o i n t o f view. C o n c e r n i n g our problem 
t h i s means: Does man e x p e r i e n c e t h e s p l i t i n h i s c o m p o s i t i o n ? T h i s 
w o u l d be t h e s u b j e c t i v e p o i n t o f view , w h i l e t h e o b j e c t i v e p o i n t o f 
vie w s t a t e s , t h a t f a l l e n man i s l i v i n g w i t h i n two p o i n t s o f r e f e r e n c e , 
h i s good n a t u r e and s i n . F l o r o v s k y a s s e r t s t h e t r u t h o f b o t h v i e w p o i n t s . 
To my mind, however, P a u l does n o t mean t h i s a t a l l . One m i g h t be 
tempted t o argue t h a t Rom 7>1^-25 i s c o m p l e t e l y i n l i n e w i t h F l o r o v s k y ' s 
arguments, b u t a d e t a i l e d e x e g e s i s shows t h a t t h i s i s n o t so. Rom 7 
s t a t e s t h a t t h e o b j e c t i v e v i e w o f f a l l e n man, i . e . man as a s i n n e r does 
t h e wrong t h i n g s , i-Cr-thfat he i s God s c r e a t u r e and s h o u l d a c t a c c o r d i n g 
t o t h i s r e a l i t y . B ut - and t h i s i s t h e p o i n t o f Paul's argument -
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f a l l e n man does n o t e x p e r i e n c e t h i s . O b j e c t i v e l y i t i s s i n w h i c h 
a l i e n t a t e s t h e human p e r s o n f r o m h i s n a t u r e , b u t s u b j e c t i v e l y man does 
n o t e x p e r i e n c e t h i s a t a l l . I t i s f o r t h i s reason t h a t Paul a s s e r t s 
t h a t man i s l o s t i n s i n . We w i l l c o n s i d e r these a s s e r t i o n s s y s t e m a t i c a l l y 
when we d i s c u s s t h e c h a r a c t e r o f s i n i n r e l a t i o n t o the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between n a t u r e and person. 
We have seen, however, t h a t man has t o be c o n c e i v e d o f as one 
h y p o s t a s i s i n one n a t u r e , t h o u g h i t does n o t m a t t e r whether one uses t h e 
c a t e g o r i e s o f ' n a t u r e 1 and 'person' o r o t h e r s . The meaning o f t h e 
t h i n g s concerned i s d e c i s i v e . Man r e l a t e d t o h i m s e l f and i n d o i n g so 
he r e l a t e s t o o t h e r s . Because o f t h i s o n t o l o g i c a l f a c t a d i s t i n c t i o n 
between ' n a t u r e ' and 'person' i s ne c e s s a r y . 
4 . 2 . Grace and s i n , and t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and pe r s o n . 
A c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y s i n a l i e n a t e s t h e human person f r o m h i s n a t u r e 
i n t h e sense t h a t t h e human c o m p o s i t i o n r u n s o u t o f tune. T h i s f a i l u r e 
i n a c t i s e x p e r i e n c e d by man. B u t we may ask whether a s i n n e r r e a l l y 
s u f f e r s f r o m h i s s i n . I f we speak a b o u t s i n n e r here we mean t h e s i n n e r 
who has n o t h e a r d a bout t h e l o v i n g God. Thus we r e j e c t t h e c o n c e p t o f an 
i n n a t e knowledge o f God. The man e n t r a p p e d i n s i n does n o t know about 
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h i s s i n , f o r s i n does n o t r e v e a l i t s e l f as s i n . On t h e c o n t r a r y s i n 
t r i e s t o d e c e i v e man i n s u g g e s t i n g t h a t he i s s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t and 
in d e p e n d e n t , t h u s t h a t he does n o t need t h e C r e a t o r . I n t h i s sense 
we must say t h a t s i n does n o t d i f f e r e n t i a t e t h e human pe r s o n f r o m h i s 
n a t u r e b u t t r i e s t o i d e n t i f y t h e two. Man i s what he does, h i s a c t 
i s h i s b e i n g . T h i s i s what f a l l e n man e x p e r i e n c e s , though - o b j e c t i v e l y 
he d e c e i v e s h i m s e l f , f o r he a c t s a g a i n s t God, t h e C r e a t o r , w h i c h may be 
d e s c r i b e d by s a y i n g , t h a t man a c t s a g a i n s t h i s n a t u r e . I t i s t h e 
s p e c i a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f s i n t h a t i t does n o t d i f f e r e n t i a t e between 
b e i n g and a c t , f o r s i n does n o t b r i n g about any knowledge about i t s 
s i n f u l c h a r a c t e r . F l o r o v s k y c o u l d agree w i t h t h i s c o n c e p t i o n , though 
he w o u l d i n s i s t on t h e f a c t t h a t man's i n n a t e p o t e n t i a l f o r God cannot 
be overcome by s i n . B u t we have s a i d a l r e a d y t h a t what i s denoted w i t h 
n a t u r e p r i m a r i l y means t h e r e l a t i o n o f God t o man, b u t does n o t 
n e c e s s a r i l y mean t h e r e l a t i o n o f man t o God. God s t i c k s t o h i s c r e a t i o n 
even a f t e r t h e f a l l . One m i g h t t h e r e f o r e say, t h a t i t i s t h e " t r a g e d y 
o f s i n " , t h a t t h o u g h i t a t t e m p t s t o i d e n t i f y b e i n g and a c t i n man i t i s 
n e v e r a b l e t o come t o I t s u l t i m a t e end, f o r i t i s God h i m s e l f who wants 
a l l men t o be saved and he t h e r e f o r e r e l a t e s t o man c o n t i n u o u s l y , 
even i f man does n o t r e l a t e t o him. 
S i n does n o t r e v e a l i t s s i n f u l c h a r a c t e r , b u t i t needs t o be 
r e v e a l e d as s i n f u l . Thus s o m e t h i n g coming f r o m o u t s i d e t h e human 
c o m p o s i t i o n , w h i c h i s e n t r a p p e d i n s i n , has t o b r i n g t h e knowledge o f 
t h e s i n f u l c h a r a c t e r o f man. The New Testament a s s e r t s t h a t i t i s t h e 
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g r a c e o f God w h i c h d i f f e r e n t i a t e s t h e f a l l e n man. Grace d i f f e r e n t i a t e 
t h e human p e r s o n f r o m h i s n a t u r e , d i f f e r e n t i a t e s b e i n g and a c t . For 
i t i s God, who j u s t i f i e s the ung o d l y b e i n g o f man, b u t he condemns t h e 
s i n f u l a c t s . Because o f God's i n t e r f e r e n c e , because o f h i s j u s t i f y i n g 
w ord s i n i s r e v e a l e d as s i n f u l and t h e human b e i n g i s made j u s t i n t h e 
eyes o f God. Thus God's g r a c e d i f f e r e n t i a t e s between b e i n g and a c t i n 
r e v e a l i n g t h e c h a r a c t e r o f s i n , w h i c h i s i t s n o t h i n g n e s s ootii) s 
and i n d e n y i n g t h e power o f s i n , f o r t h e human b e i n g i s f r e e d f r o m s i n . 
The L u t h e r a n f o r m u l a w h i c h d e s c r i b e s man as ' s i m u l i u s t u s e t p e e c a t o r ' 
r e f l e c t s p r e c i s e l y t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n . B ut i t does n o t i d e n t i f y ' b e i n g ' 
w i t h ' i u s t u s ' and ' a c t ' w i t h ' p e c c a t o r ' . F or t h e u l t i m a t e r e v e l a t i o n 
o f t h e c h a r a c t e r o f s i n w i l l be t h e judgement a c c o r d i n g t o works. T h i s 
judgement w i l l j u d g e man 1s a c t s . I t w i l l make p u b l i c t h e good deeds o f 
man and a t once i t w i l l r e v e a l t h e s i n f u l a c t s o f man. B u t t h i s 
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judgement w i l l b r i n g s i n t o i t s u l t i m a t e t r u t h : t h e J L / t f ^ c t j i o f s i n 
w i l l be made an o b j e c t i v e r e a l i t y by God's condemning word. Thus God's 
gr a c e d i f f e r e n t i a t e s man's b e i n g f r o m human a c t s i n r e v e a l i n g t h e i r 
t r u e c h a r a c t e r and i m p o r t a n c e . I n t h i s sense we may say t h a t t h e 
d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and pe r s o n i s a s a l v i f i c d i s t i n c t i o n , f o r i t 
r e v e a l s what man r e a l l y i s : a j u s t i f i e d s i n n e r . The C h r i s t i a n 
e x p e r i e n c e s t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between b e i n g and a c t because o f h i s f a i t h . 
He may know by t h e grace o f God t h a t God j u s t i f i e s t h e ungodly. 
T h e r e f o r e a C h r i s t i a n w i l l n e c e s s a r i l y t r y t o s e r v e God i n d o i n g what 
i s a c c o r d i n g t o God's w i l l . They g i v e t h e i r b o d i e s as a l i v i n g 
s a c r i f i c e t o God (Rom 1 2 , 1 ) and t h i s i s t h e i r s e r v i c e . Thus j u s t i f i c -
a t i o n and s a n c t i f i c a t i o n c annot be s e p a r a t e d . 
We have a l r e a d y m e n t i o n e d t h a t i t i s t h e s t r e n g t h o f F l o r o v s k y ' s 
c o n c e p t i o n , t h a t t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and person i s n o t t h e 
u l t i m a t e t r u t h . I n t h e same sense as n a t u r e and p e r s o n have been 
c o n g r u e n t i n o r i g i n a l man, n a t u r e and p e r s o n w i l l be c o n g r u e n t i n the 
e t e r n a l l i f e i n communion w i t h God. I n t h e c o n c e p t i o n w h i c h I have 
p r e s e n t e d , t h i s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f b e i n g and a c t i s an e s c h a t o l o g i c a l 
i m p l i c a t i o n . F o r i f s i n has been r e v e a l e d as s i n and as such has been 
g i v e n t o s e l f - d e s t r u c t i o n , man i s what he does: a c r e a t u r e , w h i c h i s 
l o v e d by God and w h i c h l o v e s God. 
4 . 3 . C o n c l u s i o n s 
The a t t e n t i v e r e a d e r m i g h t ask where t h e d i f f e r e n c e between F l o r o v s k y 
and t h e c r i t i c i s m , w h i c h has been b r o u g h t f o r w a r d , r e a l l y i s , f o r i t 
s h o u l d be o b v i o u s t h a t t h e r e i s a g r e a t d e a l o f agreement between t h e 
two p o s i t i o n s . The b a s i c d i f f e r e n c e i s t h e answer t o t h e q u e s t i o n , who 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e s t h e human p e r s o n f r o m t h e human n a t u r e , o r , t o p u t i t i n 
L u t h e r a n t e r m s , who d i f f e r e n t i a t e s p e r s o n and t h e works o f t h i s p e r s o n . 
The c a t e g o r i e s a r e n o t r e a l l y i m p o r t a n t t o d e s c r i b e t h e d i f f e r e n c e , f o r 
b o t h t a l k a b o u t b e i n g and a c t . But F l o r o v s k y a s s e r t s t h a t f a l l e n man 
e x p e r i e n c e s t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and p e r s o n , w h i l e t o a 
L u t h e r a n t h e o l o g i a n o n l y t h e C h r i s t i a n knows about t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n . He 
knows about s i n , because i t has been f o r g i v e n . Thus i t i s t h e grace o f 
God, h i s g i f t o f it n<ii.c« ^v-vj w h i c h d i f f e r e n t i a t e s h i s b e i n g and h i s a c t . 
I n t h i s sense t h e d i s t i n c t i o n i s a s a l v i f i c d i s t i n c t i o n . 
Though b o t h p o s i t i o n s agree on many p o i n t s t h i s d i f f e r e n c e i s o f 
immense i m p o r t a n c e , because i t comes t o bear on o t h e r d o c t r i n e s such as 
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t h e d o c t r i n e o f human freedom w h i c h have t o be f o r m u l a t e d i n q u i t e a 
d i f f e r e n t way. Any s y n e r g i s m between God and man i s e x c l u d e d i n a 
L u t h e r a n c o n c e p t i o n o f t h e s a l v a t i o n o f man. As r e g a r d s t h e d o c t r i n e 
o f d e a t h L u t h e r a n t h e o l o g y has t o s t a r t w i t h d i f f e r e n t c o n c e p t i o n s . 
One c o u l d c o n t i n u e t o l i s t i s s u e s where t h i s d i f f e r e n c e has a p p l i c a t i o n s 
b u t t h i s w o u l d be beyond t h e scope o f t h i s t h e s i s . 
5 . The d i s t i n c t i o n between ' n a t u r e ' and 'person' - an ec u m e n i c a l 
t a s k . 
The main p r e s u p p o s i t i o n f o r P l o r o v s k y ' s whole t h e o l o g y i s t h e p a t r i s t i c 
d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and p e r s o n . Though he n e v e r s t a t e s o r 
d i s c u s s e s t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n e x p l i c i t l y , i t i s t h e u n d e r l y i n g p r i n c i p l e 
o f h i s d o c t r i n e . T h i s i n v o l v e s t h e d i f f i c u l t y t o f i n d o u t t h e e x a c t 
meaning o f t h e s e two p r i n c i p l e s , because t h e i r meaning can be e s t a b l i s h e d 
o n l y by s t u d y i n g t h e expounded d o c t r i n e s , where t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s 
a l r e a d y used, w h i c h however may l e a d t o t h e danger t h a t t h e meaning o f 
t h e p r i n c i p l e s i n use v a r i e s a c c o r d i n g t o t h e d o c t r i n e o f p a r t i c u l a r 
c o ncern. The c r i t i c i s m , w h i c h has been b r o u g h t f o r w a r d , however showed 
t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n i s n o t a n e c e s s i t y f o r a l l t h e o l o g i c a l d o c t r i n e s : 
God i s h i s a c t and he d i f f e r e n t i a t e s b e i n g and a c t i n man because o f 
man's s i n . Thus t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and p e r s o n , between b e i n g 
and a c t i s n o t a p r e s u p p o s i t i o n t o t h e d o c t r i n e s i n t h e proposed c o n c e p t i o n 
b u t i t i s e s t a b l i s h e d by t h e s i t u a t i o n o f man coram deo. T h i s i s t h e 
c o n c l u s i o n drawn f r o m our b r i e f e x p o s i t i o n , w h i c h c o n s e q u e n t l y l e a d s t o 
a d i f f e r e n t approach t o a l m o s t a l l o t h e r d o c t r i n e s , w h i c h c o u l d n o t be 
expounded h e r e . 
D e s p i t e t h e n e c e s s a r y o b j e c t i o n s t o F l o r o v s k y 1 s d o c t r i n e f r o m a 
L u t h e r a n p e r s p e c t i v e b o t h t r a d i t i o n s have t h e t a s k t o l e a r n f r o m each 
o t h e r , because t h e d i s t i n c t i o n s between n a t u r e and person ( F l o r o v s k y ) 
o r between p e r s o n and work ( L u t h e r a n t h e o l o g y ) seem t o denote s i m i l a r 
m a t t e r s . 
I n t h e L u t h e r a n t r a d i t i o n t h e d o c t r i n e o f s a n c t i f i c a t i o n has been 
o v e r l o o k e d t o a g r e a t e x t e n t , f o r one c o n c e n t r a t e d on t h e d o c t r i n e o f 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n , w h i c h i s t h e a r t i c u l u s s t a n t i s e t c a d e n t i s e c c l e s i a e . 
B u t t h i s s h o u l d n o t l e a d t o a n e g l e c t o f t h e p e r s o n a l ( i n F l o r o v s k y ' s 
sense) a s p e c t o f man. The Orthodox d o c t r i n e o f t h e o s i s i s c e r t a i n l y 
w o r t h y o f c o n s i d e r a t i o n by t h e West, because i t seems as i f contemporary 
e t h i c s c o u l d f i n d an even more p r o f o u n d C h r i s t o l o g i c a l b a s i s i n t h i s 
c o n c e p t i o n . 
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What has been s a i d about t h e d o c t r i n e o f s a n c t i f i c a t i o n a p p l i e s 
t o e c c l e s i o l o g y as w e l l . For v a r i o u s reasons L u t h e r a n t h e o l o g y i s t o 
a c e r t a i n e x t e n t d e f i c i e n t i n e c c l e s i o l o g y . Though the d i f f e r e n c e s 
b e t w e e n t h e two t r a d i t i o n s as r e g a r d s t h i s m a t t e r w i l l be c l e a r v e r y 
soon, i t c o u l d be r a t h e r h e l p f u l f o r t h e L u t h e r a n t h e o l o g y t o c o n s i d e r 
t h e Orthodox c o n c e p t i o n t o a g r e a t e r e x t e n t . I n t h e end t h i s w i l l be a 
more d e t a i l e d s t u d y o f t h e p a t r i s t i c t r a d i t i o n , w h i c h i s t h e 
f o u n d a t i o n o f t h e Orthodox h e r i t a g e . 
T h i s l e a d s us t o t h e t h i r d i s s u e , w h i c h i s concerned w i t h t h e 
f u n d a m e n t a l p r i n c i p l e s o f b o t h t r a d i t i o n s . I n t h e p r e f a c e t o one o f 
h i s m a j o r works F l o r o v s k y d e s c r i b e d where he t h o u g h t t h e f u n d a m e n t a l 
i s s u e s f o r any t h e o l o g y s h o u l d be f o u n d : " i n our day t h e Orthodox 
t h e o l o g i a n can o n l y f i n d f o r h i m s e l f t h e trve measure and l i v i n g source 
o f c r e a t i v e i n s p i r a t i o n i n t h e p a t r i s t i c t r a d i t i o n .... Yet t h e r e t u r n 
t o t h e f a t h e r s must n o t be s o l e l y i n t e l l e c t u a l o r h i s t o r i c a l , i t must 
be a r e t u r n i n s p i r i t and p r a y e r , a l i v i n g and c r e a t i v e s e l f -
r e s t o r a t i o n t o t h e f u l n e s s o f t h e Church i n t h e e n t i r e t y o f s a c r e d 
t r a d i t i o n .... H e a l t h y t h e o l o g i c a l s e n s i t i v i t y .... can o n l y be r e s t o r e d 
43 
i n our e c c l e s i a s t i c a l s o c i e t y t h r o u g h a r e t u r n t o t h e f a t h e r s " . Thus 
what F l o r o v s k y d e s c r i b e s as a " r e t u r n t o t h e f a t h e r s " o r a "neo-
p a t r i s t i c s y n t h e s i s " i s n o t so much a method, b u t a t h e o l o g i c a l 
e x i s t e n c e o f man. Reading h i s essays one e a s i l y g e t s an i m p r e s s i o n o f 
what n e o p a t r i s t i c s y n t h e s i s , b e i n g a f o r m o f t h e o l o g i c a l e x i s t e n c e o f 
man, can l o o k l i k e , F l o r o v s k y ' s h e r m e n e u t i c s , w h i c h s h o u l d be examined 
44 
t o a f a r g r e a t e r e x t e n t , seem t o oppose t h e L u t h e r a n p r i n c i p l e o f ' s o l a 
s c r i p t u r a ' . I n d e e d i t i s a p r o b lem f o r L u t h e r a n h e r m e n e u t i c s t o d e a l 
w i t h t h e p a t r i s t i c t r a d i t i o n i n an a p p r o p r i a t e way and t h i s i s s u e needs 
p a r t i c u l a r a t t e n t i o n . Hereby i t w i l l be r e l e v a n t t o r e g a r d these 
p a t r i s t i c t e x t s n o t j u s t as h i s t o r i c a l documents, b u t t o l o o k how t h e y 
a r e used and i n t e r p r e t e d by t h e Orthodox Church. 
On t h e o t h e r s i d e Orthodox t h e o l o g y c o u l d l e a r n something f r o m t h e 
so c a l l e d "Word o f God T h eology", w h i c h t o my mind i s a more a p p r o p r i a t e 
consequence f r o m contemporary e x e g e s i s . The e v e n A c h a r a c t e r o f t h e 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and man has o n t o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s , w h i c h 
c a n n o t be o v e r l o o k e d . T h i s problem w i l l l e a d t o t h e q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r 
o n t o l o g y may and s h o u l d be expressed i n terms o f r e l a t i o n . The 
c r i t i c i s m w h i c h has been b r o u g h t f o r w a r d i s a l i t t l e a t t e m p t t o do t h i s . 
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I n c o n c l u s i o n we may say t h a t t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e 
and p e r s o n s h o u l d be c o n s i d e r e d i n b o t h t r a d i t i o n s w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o 
what seems t o be m i s s i n g on one's own t r a d i t i o n , b u t i s a l r e a d y used 
i n a n o t h e r t r a d i t i o n , though t h e p a r t i c u l a r use and meaning o f i t 
may be d e f i c i e n t . But d e s p i t e the d i f f e r e n c e s i n t r a d i t i o n s and 
c o n c e p t i o n s i t i s o b v i o u s t h a t t h e r e i s a common ground i n Orthodox 
and L u t h e r a n t h e o l o g y . The e c u m e n i c a l task would be t h e d e t a i l e d 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s o f t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between n a t u r e and person i t j i t s 
o r i g i n s . T h i s w i l l c l a r i f y p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s and l e a d t o a b e t t e r 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g between t h e two C h r i s t i a n Churches, w h i c h u l t i m a t e l y h e l p 
t o l i v e as C h r i s t i a n s today. T h i s t a s k presupposes, however, t h a t 
f i r s t o f a l l t h e o l o g i a n s f r o m b o t h t r a d i t i o n s s h o u l d l i s t e n t o each 
o t h e r and be ready t o l e a r n s o m e t h i n g f r o m t h e o t h e r s i d e . T h i s 
t h e s i s r e p r e s e n t s an a t t e m p t t o do j u s t t h i s . 
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Notes 
The f o o t n o t e s a r e numbered a c c o r d i n g t o t h e s u b s e c t i o n s o f t h e 
c h a p t e r s . I f t h e t e x t does n o t s u g g e s t o t h e r w i s e n o t e s w i t h o u t 
f u r t h e r r e f e r e n c e r e f e r t o essays by F l o r o v s k y , t h e f u l l t i t l e s 
o f w h i c h may be f o u n d i n t h e b i b l i o g r a p h y . 
The r e f e r e n c e r e f e r s t o t h e a b b r e v i a t i o n f o r a p a r t i c u l a r essay 
and g i v e s t h e page number. 
Q u o t a t i o n s o f t h e F a t h e r s have u s u a l l y been v e r i f i e d i n t h e 
e d i t i o n o f t h e P a t r i s t i c t e x t s by Migne. PG st a n d s f o r P a t r o l o g i a 
Graeca, PL stan d s f o r P a t r o l o g i g t L a t i n a . T h i s r e f e r e n c e i s 
f o l l o w e d by t h e number o f t h e r e s p e c t i v e volume and t h e page 
number. The a b b r e v i a t i o n s f o r t h e P a t r i s t i c t e x t s a r e those 
commonly used. Unless f u r t h e r i n d i c a t i o n i s g i v e n , t h e t r a n s l a t i o n 
o f P a t r i s t i c t e x t s was done by F l o r o v s k y o r , i n m a t t e r s o f 
i m p o r t a n c e , h i s t r a n s l a t i o n was amended by t h e a u t h o r . 
C r o s s - r e f e r e n c e s a r e g i v e n w i t h t h e r e s p e c t i v e page number o f t h e 
t e x t . 
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10. De c i v . d e l X I t ; PL X L I 322 
1 1 . K r l t i k d e r r e i n e n V e r n u n f t . D i e Anatomie d e r r e i n e n V e r n u n f t , 
e r s t e r W i d e r s t r e i t t r a n s z e n d e n t a l e r Ideen. C a s s i r e r 3 PP 3^0 f f . 
12. F l o r o v s k y r e f e r s t o t h i s i d e a 57 and c a l l s i t a " f i c t i o n " . He 
does n o t m e n t i o n Kant. 
13> C r e a t u r e h o o d 44. The background f o r t h i s t h o u g h t m i g h t be 
S. B a s i l t h e Great. Cf. hexamh.1 n . 6 "ascending i n t o t h e p a s t " . 
14. I b i d . 
15. I d e a 5 7 . Though the Greek p h i l o s o p h e r s c o n c e i v e d o f an e t e r n a l 
t i m e , t h i s t i m e needed t o , b e moved f o r w a r d . A r i s t o t l e c o n c e i v e d 
o f t h i s i n c a l l i n g God t h e unmoved mover. A l l b e i n g s l o n g t o 
become l i k e God, i . e . unmoved. Thus God i s l o v e d by e v e r y t h i n g . 
I n t o l e r a t i n g t h i s b e i n g l o v e d t h e unmoved God moves e v e r y t h i n g . 
16. F l o r o v s k y i s r e f e r r i n g t o A r i s t o t l e ' s d e f i n i t i o n o f t i m e : "Time 
i s t h e number o f movement e s t i m a t e d a c c o r d i n g t o i t s b e f o r e and 
a f t e r " ( P h y s . 4 , 3 ) . 
17. A u g u s t i n , C o n f e s s i o n e s 11 ,16 
18. I d e a 57-
19. De c i v d e i X I I 20 . 
20. I b i d . 
2 1 . P a t r i s t i c Age 7 1 . 
2 2 . I b i d . 
B The C r e a t i o n i s c o n t i n g e n t 
1 . I d e a 5 4 . 
2 . C r e a t u r e h o o d 4 5 , 5 1 ; A t h a n a s i u s 40. 
3 . C r e a t u r e h o o d 5 6 ; A t h a n a s i u s 40; I d e a 55-
4. Cf. I d e a 5 4 , where t h i s s t a t e m e n t i s n o t h i n g e l s e b u t an 
i m p l i c a t i o n o f t h e t h e s i s t h a t t h e w o r l d m i g h t n o t have e x i s t e d 
a t a l l . Or C r e a t u r e h o o d 5 1 , where F l o r o v s k y f i r s t d i s c u s s e s 
t h e p o s s i b l e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e w o r l d and th e n God's freedom. B u t 
he says: "Only by t h e c o n t r a r y approach ( i . e . God c o u l d have n o t 
c r e a t e d a t a l l ) can t h e m y s t e r y o f c r e a t i o n ( i . e . t h e w o r l d m i g h t 
n o t have e x i s t e d a t a l l ) be c l a r i f i e d " . We w i l l come back t o 
t h i s p o i n t a f t e r d i s c u s s i n g t h e i m p l i c a t i o n s b o t h s t a t e m e n t s have. 
5 . Cf. P a t r i s t i c Age 7 1 . 
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7 . John o f Damascus,.de f i d e o r t h . 1,3 PG XLIV 796 A. Cf. a l s o 
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tendency was i n h e r e n t i n t h e v e r y ' n a t u r e ' o f a l l c r e a t u r e l y t h i n g s " . 
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u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f F l o r o v s k y ' s esseys. To f i n d o u t h i s p r e -
s u p p o s i t i o n s i s sometimes a l m o s t a q u e s t i o n o f gue s s i n g . B ut we 
have some h i n t s - here t h e terms microcosm and h y p o s t a s i s - t o 
f i n d o u t what he means though he does n o t g i v e e x p l i c i t i n f o r m a t i o n 
about t h e m a t t e r . 
10. F l o r o v s k y can say: Man i s "One h y p o s t a s i s i n two n a t u r e s " 
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Thunberg, A n t h r o l o p o l g y 140 f f . 
13 . Cf. John o f Damascus, de f i d e o r t h . 1 1 , 1 2 . 
14. Cf. Nemesius, de n a t u r a homin. I PG 40, 529 B. See a l s o 
C r e a t u r e h o o d 73 -
15. Redemption 106. 
16. C r e a t u r e h o o d 7 3 . 
17. Darkness 85. 
18. Cf. below t h e d i s c u s s i o n o f F l o r o v s k y ' s d o c t r i n e o f t h e d i v i n e 
e n e r g i e s . 
19. Cf. S t . B a s i l PG 3 1 , 9 0 9 B; John o f Damascus PG 9 4 , 972 A T a t i a n 
PG 6 , 820 B; A t h a n a s i u s PG 2 5 , 104 A; Ca e s a r i u s PG 3 8 , 1120. 
2 0 . A g h i o r g o u s s i s 180. 
2 1 . S o u l and body b e i n g t h e two n a t u r e s , w h i c h a r e u n i t e d i n t h e one 
hy p o s t a s e s . Cf. Note 10. 
2 2 . We w i l l d i s c u s s t h e d o c t r i n e o f d e i f i c a t i o n l a t e r . The b a s i s f o r 
i t i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l . I t i s n i c e l y summarized by A t h a n a s i u s : 
"God became man i n o r d e r t h a t we may become Gods" (de i n c . e t c. 
a r i a n o s 8; PG XXVI 9 9 6 ) . 
2 3 . Cf. PG 91, 1304 D -1305 A. See a l s o Lossky 108. 
24. Redemption 106. 
2 5 . Cf. Lossky 48-52 and h i s r e f e r e n c e t o John o f Damascus. 
2 6 . Cf. B a l t h a s a * 2 6 l : "Man kann das 'Per s o n a l e ' n i c h t zum 'System' 
erheben, sondern es immer n u r i n und an d e r 1 N a t u r 1 z u r Gegebenheit 
b r i n g e n " . 
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27. Cf. f o r example P l a t o , Timaeus 27d-30c ( e s p e c i a l l y 29b. See also 
A. E. Taylor, A commentary on Plato's Timaeus. Oxford 1962 
p . 5 9 f > 7 3 ) ; 37c-3>8a ("Now the nature of t h a t l i v i n g being was 
e v e r l a s t i n g , and t h i s i t was impossible t o confer wholly on a 
creature. But he devised the making of a moving likeness of 
everlastingness" 37d, trans.l. T a y l o r ) . And Republica 3 8 0 d - 3 8 l c . 
28. Idea 58. 
29. How Plorovsky understands t h i s problem of God being the e t e r n a l 
c r e a t o r w i l l be discussed below. 
30. Idea 56. 
31 . Creaturehood 49-
32 . Cf. S. B a s i l , i n hexam h.1 n . 6 PG XXIX 16. He continues: " i f 
some o b j e c t o r t e l l s us t h a t the beginning of time i s a time, he 
ought then, as he knows w e l l , t o submit i t t o the d i v i s i o n of time 
a beginning, a middle and an end. Now, i t i s r i d i c u l o u s t o 
imagine a beginning of a beginning .... Thus then, i f i t i s sai d , 
' i n the beginning God c r e a t e d 1 , i t i s t o teach us t h a t a t the w i l l 
of God the w o r l d arose i n less than an i n s t a n t .... 'God made 
summarily', t h a t i s t o say a l l a t once and I n a moment". Cf. also 
h.1 n . 7 j where B a s i l i s more e x p l i c i t on t h i s matter. 
33- Cf. note 32 . Cf. also Augustin on t h i s matter. 
34. Cf. Augustin, de c i v . d e i XI t and the f o l l o w i n g discussion on 
the problem below pp.14-19-
35- Last Things 253- Also C h r i s t i a n i t y 128: " C h r i s t i a n goal, i n any 
case, transcends h i s t o r y as i t transcends c u l t u r e . But man was 
created ±0 i n h e r i t e t e r n i t y " . Cf. also C h r i s t . 3-
36. "Rev. 10 ,6 does not mean t h a t time i t s e l f comes t o an end .... A l l 
t h a t i s meant i s t h a t the judgement of God w i l l not be delayed any 
longer" ( D e l l i n g , a r t i c l e ^ 36*0$ t i n Theological d i c t i o n a r y 
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e s e h a t o l o g i c a l judgement coincides w i t h the end of time i s a 
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the a n t i c h r i s t begins h i s r e i g n . A f t e r a l l the f o r e r u n n i n g plagues 
and e v i l s e v e r y t h i n g w i l l culminate i n the coming of the a n t i c h r i s t 
And t h i s r e i g n i s t o begin very soon: /{$o*<>$ '""Ui $.C7*L . Thus 
i t i s p r o b l e m a t i c a l t o use t h i s verse as a s c r i p t u a l proof f o r 
the question whether time w i l l cease or not. 
37. Idea 57-
38. Cf. Idea 56. 
39 . Cf. Creaturehood 44. 
40. Idea 58. 
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42. A r i s t o t l e , Physic 4 , 3 
4^. Cf. Athanasius 56. 
44. John of Damascus, de f i d e o r t h . 1 ,13 ; PG XCVI 583. 
45. Cf. Creaturehood 46 f . 
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48. Idea 57-
49. Creaturehood 48. Cf also p.k6 
50. Creaturehood 48. 
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52 . Gregory of Nazianz, Or.45 i n S. Pascha n . 2 8 ; PG XXXVI 6 6 l . 
53- Augustin. I could not v e r i f y t h i s reference i n the works of 
Augustin. 
54. Darkness 84f. 
55- Darkness 87. 
56. Darkness 85 . 
57 . Cf. above p . 7 ? l 6 i 
58. Creaturehood 45. Cf. Augustin, Confessiones XI,4; PL XXXII 8 l 2 : 
Clamant quod f a c t a sunt. Clamant etiam quod seipsa non f e c e r i n t : 
ideo sumus quia f a c t a sumus; non eramus ante quem essemus, u t 
f i e r i possemus a nobis. 
59- Cf. Athanasius 40. The d i f f i c u l t question a r i s e s here, whether 
Plorovsky teaches a n a t u r a l theology or not. I s i t p o s s i b l e f o r men, 
lo o k i n g f o r example a t the good laws of nature t o deduce the 
thought t h a t t h i s i s a l l ordered and created by God? Plorovsky 
only says: "The very existence of the world p o i n t s out t o Another, 
to the existence of God" (idea 5^)» which would mean t h a t the 
world witnesses i t s creaturehood, t h a t i t derived from somewhere 
el s e , but does i t p o i n t t o t h e God who revealed himself i n C h r i s t ? 
"Indeed the very existence of the world pointed, f o r C h r i s t i a n s (!) 
t o the Other, as i t s Lord and Maker" (Athanasius 40). Whether there 
i s a d i f f e r e n c e between C h r i s t i a n s and Non-Christians i s not q u i t e 
c l e a r i n Florovsky's motions on t h i s problem. I n another place 
Florovsky asserts t h a t t h i s n a t u r a l knowledge of God i s not yet a 
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59 continued... 
a r e v e l a t i o n but a ma n i f e s t a t i o n . " i n Nature and i n the human 
soul we f i n d only ' c e r t a i n t races of God', ' v e s t i g i a Dei 
n a t u r a l i a ' . But, so f a r , t h i s i s no theophany" (Holy S p i r i t 5 ) . 
Plorovsky i s never q u i t e e x p l i c i t about t h i s problem but concludes, 
t h a t " s o - c a l l e d ' n a t u r a l theology' i s no theology i n the t r u e 
sense of the word. I t i s r a t h e r a philosophy, a word about the 
'Unknown God', towards whom the r e s t l e s s human soul reaches out, 
but has not yet found .... i t i s only through Revelation t h a t t r u e 
theology becomes possible (Holy S p i r i t 7)> Whether these 
statements from 1932 are inclueneed by Florovsky's acquaintance 
w i t h K a r l Barth, who r e j e c t e d any k i n d of n a t u r a l theology so 
vehemently e s p e c i a l l y a t t h i s time, cannot.be discussed here. 
60. Darkness 85 . 
61. Cf. Greek Orthodox Theological Review, Vol. X I I I No.2 p. 210 , 
where Plorovsky i s very c l e a r about t h i s , i n r e f e r r i n g t o S. Maximu 
p o s i t i o n : "The emphasis of Maximus on human nature i s t h a t i t 
cannot be regarded as composed of c e r t a i n given human character-
i s t i c s . I t i s something dynamic. 'To be f u l l y man and f u l l y 
human means t o be i n conformity w i t h God's w i l l ' . " . 
62. Idea 74 . 
63. I b i d . 
64. The phrase ^ t U t f t a \ i s p l a t o n i c ( C r i t i a s 120d-121a; Legg. I l l 
691; Phaedron 322a) but also found i n Xenophon ( H e l l . V i i 1 ,2 ) and 
A r i s t o t l e (Part. anim. IV 1 0 ) . The p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the d i v i n e 
nature i s sometimes spoken of as innate and sometimes as a t t a i n e d 
by e f f o r t s ( A r i s t o t l e , e t h X 7 * 8 ) . A f t e r Plato man and God were 
seen as having a r e l a t e d nature, which man can get t o know i n 
knowledge and understanding. This was c e r t a i n l y understood i n terms 
of nature and not j u s t i n terms of r e l a t i o n (More references t o 
the greek philosophers can be found i n : J.B. Mayor, The E p i s t l e of 
St. Jude and the second e p i s t l e of St. Peter. London 1907 p.87 f ) ! 
The word i ? t t * occurs only three times i n the New Testament: Acts 
17 ,29 (The speech on the Aeropag) and i n 2 . Petr. l , 3 f \ thus 
always i n a h e l l e n i s t i c context of thoughts. 2 .Petr. 1,4 wants t o 
say t h a t the b e l i e v e r w i l l be i n p e r f e c t communion w i t h God when 
the e s c h a t o l o g i c a l hopes have been f u l f i l l e d , i . e . a t the time of 
the parousia. This i s expressed i n the language of greek 
philosophy of r e l i g i o n . Cf. also B i l a n i u k pp.340-347 f o r the 
b i b l i c a l and h i s t o r i c a l background of t h i s d o c t r i n e . 
65. Idea 74 . 
66. I b i d . 
67. I b i d . 
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68. Athanasius, de inca r n a t i o n e 5-
69. K a r l Rahner, Grundkurs des Glaubens, Einflihrung i n den B e g r i f f 
des Christenturns. F r e i b u r g 1976 p.86. c f . also p . 8 6 f : "Stopfung 
i s t d i e eininalige und u n v e r g l e i c h l i c h e Weise, d i e das andere a l s 
Mogliehkeit eines t a t i g e n Aus-sich-Heraustretens n i c h t voraussetzt, 
sondern eben dieses andere a l s anderes s c h a f f t , indem s i e es im 
gleichen Ma§e a l s BegrLindetes b e i s i c h h a l t und i n seine Eigenart 
e n t l a S t " . 
70. Adv. haeres. IV 37 , i ; PG VTI i 0 9 9 . 
71 . " i n the p r e f a l l e n nature, one can perhaps speak of lack and fl o w s " 
(Darkness 8 6 ) . The u l t i m a t e purpose of c r e a t i o n was e t e r n a l l i f e : 
non posse peccare ( i m m o r t a l i t y by nature) instead of a posse non 
peccare ( i m m o r t a l i t y by grace i n c l u d i n g the p o s s i b i l i t y of death 
because of self-imposed s i n ) . Consequently one might say t h a t 
C h r i s t would have been incarnated even w i t h o u t the f a l l . Cf. Ethos 
26: "The act of Creation has been completed on the Cross". Cf. 
also Xintaras' references t o the imperfect s t a t e of man (p.52 note 
13) i n the teaching of the Fathers. Cf. also Irenaeus' teaching 
on the problem summarized w i t h quotations i n : H. Bettenson, 
The e a r l y C h r i s t i a n Fathers. Bungay 1969. p.67-69. 
72 . Athanasius, de inc a r n a t i o n e 5- Cf. Redemption 143 and Athanasius 
4 l f , 4 9 f and 56. 
73 . Augustin, de genesi ad l i t t . 1 ,5 ; PL XXXIV 250. 
74. Darkness 86 . 
7 5 . Idea 7 5 . 
76 . Darkness 8 5 . 
77- Athanasius, contra gentes 3- Florovsky f o l l o w s Athanasius 1 concept, 
Cf. Darkness 8 5 . 
78 . De p r i c i p i i s I I 9 - 2 ; 8 -3 ] quoted Darkness 89 . 
79 . Darkness 85 . 
80 . Darkness 86 . 
81 . Florovsky r e f e r s t o S. Maximus' d o c t r i n e of the human w i l l 
e x p l i c i t l y only i n a f o o t n o t e (Redemption 2 8 0 f ) , but mentions i t 
however i n several other places, w i t h o u t e x p l a i n i n g i t . 
82 . Cf. S. Maximus PG 91 , 12C and 280 A. A very good h i s t o r i c a l 
survey about the whole question, which was a t the time of S. Maximus 
p r i m a r i l y a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l one, can be found i n the Greek Orthodox 
Theological Review, Vol. X I I I no.2 1968 pp . 196-208: Paul Verghese, 
Monothelite controversy: a h i s t o r i c a l survey. 
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8 3 . S. Maximus, ad Marynum c . 5 ; PG XCI, 45D. 
84. S. Maximus, d i s p u t a b l e cum Phyrrho; PG XCI, 304 C. 
8 5 . Cf. Balthasar P.258, who describes Maximus' thoughts from another 
perspective. 
86. S. Maximus, : PG XCI, 192 A. 
87. Here l i e s the reason why a gnomic w i l l i s not applied t o C h r i s t . 
This was Maximus' main concern i n h i s discussion and controvery 
w i t h the Monothelites. 
88. Cf. Sherwood's d e t a i l e d study on the term V*"^* *? i n S. Maximus 
PP.58-63. ' 
89 . Darkness 86 . 
90 . Thunberg, Sinners 11. 
91 . See note 7 7 . 
92 . Darkness 87 . 
93- Darkness 86 . 
94. Redemption 98 . 
95- Darkness 87 . 
96 . I b i d . 
97 . Redemption 109, The " v i o l a t i o n of the t r u t h of God" i s an unusual 
expression f o r Florovsky. T r u t h of God i s h i s c r e a t i v e Word which 
cannot be revoked, because God i s f a i t h f u l t o h i s Creation. Cf. 
above. 
98. Darkness 87 . 
99- I b i d . 
100. I b i d . 
101. I b i d . 
102. Darkness 88 . 
103. Idea 75 . 
104. Darkness 90 . The question, whether s i n i s j u s t ignorance or has 
f u r t h e r e f f e c t s , i s of great importance f o r the question of 
general s a l v a t i o n . Cf. Florovsky's polemic against t h i s i n Res. 
of L i f e 20. 
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105. Darkness 90 . 
106. Redemption 98 . Cf. also Mostert 464ff. 
107. Creaturehood 50. 
108. I b i d . 
109. Darkness 89 . 
110. Redemption 106. Cf. also Idea 77 . 
111. Gregory of NyssR, Orat. cat. cap. 8 . Florovsky's f o r m u l a t i o n i s 
sharper: "death i s the s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n of -sin". (Redemption 108) 
To avoid misunderstandings: Florovsky does not intend t o i d e n t i f y 
the law of nature w i t h the s i n . Nature i s always good, though 
l i a b l e t o c o r r u p t i o n . 
112. Cf. Athanasius, de incarnatione 4 - 5 ; PG XXV, 194. 
113- Aghiorgoussis, Sin 185. 
114. Cf. Last Things 248: " I t seems imperative t o regard i t (the 
f a l l ) as event, i n whatever manner i t may be v i s u a l i z e d or 
i n t e r p r e t e d " . 
115. Cf. Redemption 109-
116. Darkness 8 l . 
117. Gregory of Nyssp, de anima e t r e s u r r e c t i o n ; PG XLVI, 93 B. 
118. Cf. Gregory of Naziany, O r a t i o XL, i n baptismo; PG XXXVI, 424 A: 
" E v i l i s our work and the e v i l one's, and came upon us through 
our heedlessness, but not from our Creator". 
119. Cf. Gregory of Nyssa, de anima e t res.; PG XLVT, 93 B. 
120. John of Damascus, contra Manich. n . l 4 ; PG XCIV, 1517- The o r i g i n 
f o r t h i s thought i s obviously p h i l o s o p h i c a l and might be found i n 
P l o t i n u s , Enneades 1 1 , 4 , 1 6 : "That which has nothing, because i t 
i s i n want, or r a t h e r i s want, must n e c e s s a r i l y be e v i l . For i t 
i s not want or wealth but want of thought, want of v i r t u e , of 
beauty, s t r e n g t h , shape, form, q u a l i t y " , and I I I , 2 , 5 ; "The 
p r i n c i p l e i s t h a t e v i l by d e f i n i t i o n i s a f a l l i n g short of good, and 
cannot be i n f u l l s t r e n g t h i n t h i s Sphere, where i t i s lodged i n 
the a l i e n : the good here i s i n something else, i n something 
d i s t i n c t from the Good, and t h i s something else c o n s t i t u t e s the 
f a l l i n g s h o r t f o r i t i s not good. And t h i s i s why e v i l i s 
in e r a d i c a b l e : there i s , f i r s t , the f a c t t h a t i n r e l a t i o n t o t h i s 
p r i n c i p l e of Good, t h i n g w i l l always stay less than t h i n g , and 
besides, a l l t h i n g s came i n t o being through i t , and are what they 
are by standing away from i t " . We w i l l discuss the problem of the 
i n e r a d i c a b i l i t y of e v i l below. 
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121. The d o c t r i n e about the o t f o ^ c i A of e v i l i s of importance f o r 
Chr i s t o l o g y . We come t o these questions l a t e r , but c f . Barth, 
Church Dogmatics 1 ,2 p.152ff and Redemption 98 , 140. 
122. Darkness 82 . 
123. I b i d . 
124. I b i d . Cf. also idea 77 . 
125. Redemption 152. 
126. Cf. Redemption 109. 
127. Redemption 103. 
128. Cf. Redemption 152. 
129. Last Things 254 and others. 
130. Last Things 264, Florovsky uses the term of Jean Guitton. 
131. The l i m i t a t i o n of God applies not t o h i s being, but t o h i s w i l l , 
" i n s o f a r as another ' w i l l ' has been ' c a l l e d i n t o existence', a 
w i l l which could not have e x i s t e d a t a l l " (Last Things 2 4 6 ) . 
132. Florovsky could t h i n k of Mt 1 2 , 3 2 ; 25,46; Mk 9,48; 1 4 , 2 1 ; Lk 16 ,26: 
Joh 3 , 3 6 ; and l.Kor l , l 8 . 
133. Idea 77 . 
134. Darkness 84. 
135. Darkness 87 . 
136. Cf. Creaturehood 76 . 
137. Last Things 256. 
138. Cf. Creaturehood 48f: "Creaturely freedom i s d i s c l o s e d f i r s t 
of a l l i n the equal p o s s i b i l i t y of two ways: t o and away from God. 
This d u a l i t y of ways i s not a mere formal or l o g i c a l p o s s i b i l i t y , 
but a r e a l (!) p o s s i b i l i t y .... Freedom consists not only i n the 
p o s s i b i l i t y , but also i n the necessity of autonomous choice'.' 
These sentences seem t o c o n t r a d i c t what I have Just said. But 
Florovsky does not want t o assert t h a t man can put himself outside 
h i s r e l a t i o n t o God, t h a t he i s capable of considering t h i s 
r e l a t i o n from an outside p o s i t i o n . Instead he would agree w i t h 
Athanasius: "As soon as the thought (of separation from God) 
came i n t o t h e i r heads, they became c o r r u p t i b l e , and being enthroned 
death r u l e d over them" (de incarnatione 4 - 5 ; PG XXV 194) . 
Florovsky formlates t h i s p o i n t so open t o misunderstandings because 
he wants t o say t h a t t h i s " i s not a bi n d i n g necessity of c r e a t u r e l y 
nature" (Creaturehood 4 9 ) , t o ascent towards God and t o l i v e i n 
communion w i t h him. 
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139. Last Things 264-. 
140. Greek Orthodox Theological Review. Vol. X I I I No.2 1968 p.165. 
14.1. Redemption 103. 
142. Cf. Darkness 8 3 . This i s not r e f e r r i n g t o God's nature. 
143. Redemption l 4 l . 
144. I b i d . 
145. Cf. Idea 75-
146. Cf. Darkness 90: "He who descended v o l u n t a r i l y i n t o the abyss 
of e v i l cannot reascend from there by himself. His energies are 
exhausted", but not l o s t ! 
147. Cf. above p.3© and Luther, de servo a r b i t r i o , Weimarer Ausgabe 
X V I I I . 
148. Darkness 9.1. 
149. Athanasius, de incarnatione 4; PG XXV, 194. 
150. Cf. Creaturehood 73 and Redemption 285. 
151. Cf. Greek Orthodox Theological Review. Vol. X I I I , No.2, 1968, 
p.165. and Redemption 102. 
152. Darkness 91 . 
153- Redemption 106. 
154. Redemption 107. 
155- Darkness 90 . Cf. also High C a l l i n g 32 , Holy S p i r i t 6, where 
Florovsky defines the image of God i n man as h i s c a p a b i l i t y t o 
l i s t e n t o God's word and t o preserve i t . 
156. Cf. Redemption 147. 
157. Cf. Weber, Grundlagen I pp.658-677. 
158. The d i f f i c u l t y of the essay "The l a s t t hings and the l a s t events" 
i s t h a t one i s never q u i t e sure whether Florovsky j u s t l i s t s what 
Brunner says or gives h i s own op i n i o n , because he ha r d l y uses terms 
of western theology or i s s t r i c t l y concerned w i t h C h r i s t o l o g y . A 
sentence l i k e "The essence of s i n can be discerned only i n the 
l i g h t of C h r i s t - i n the l i g h t of redemption" (Last Things 248) 
i s not t o be found i n other places, where Florovsky i s concerned 
w i t h the problem of s i n . The reason f o r t h i s i s , as I have been 
arguing, h i s o n t o l o g i c a l p o i n t of view. Cf. also Weber, Grundlagen 
I pp . 6 5 8 f f . 
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159. Last Things 256. 
160. Last Things 257-
161. Last Things 258f . 
162. Cf. Last Things 248: "The abuse became a h a b i t " . 
163. Last Things 248. 
164. Redemption 147. Cf. also Idea 7 5 , Last Things 262 , Redemption 152 
and others. 
165. V a l l e y 15. 
166. Quaestiones ad Thalas. 6; PG XC, 280. 
167. Idea 55-
168. Idea 55-
169. Creaturehood 5 2 , also Idea 59-
170. Questiones Distputatae re rerum p r i n c i p i o , quaestio IV, a r t I No. 3 
and 4; Opera Omnia, e d i t i o n nova j u x t a editionern, 
171. Cf. Creaturehood 5 2 f f , Athanasius 4 2 f f and Idea 6 0 f . 
172. Athanasius 43. 
173. Creaturehood 54. 
174. Cf. Athanasius 59: "No r e a l advance can be achieved i n the 
realm of 'Theology' u n t i l the realm of 'Oikonomia' had been 
p r o p e r l y ordered". 
175- Creaturehood 56. Cf. also Athanasius 48, Idea 58 , Palamas 119-
176. Florovsky can even say: "There i s , as i t were, something of ' n a t u r a l ' 
or e s s e n t i a l necessity" (idea 59- Cf. also Creaturehood 57 and 
o t h e r s ) , i . e . God's being i n T r i n i t y . The term i s not very 
f o r t u n a t e , but Florovsky wants t o express t h a t the t r i u n e God i s 
a datum, an i n d i s p u t a b l e f a c t . God never e x i s t e d other than as 
the T r i n i t y (Cf. Athanasius 5 3 ) . 
177. Creaturehood 56. 
178. Cf. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics, v o l . 111,1 ,70. He r e j e c t s any 
s o r t of e t e r n a l idea of the world: " i f there i s no creature and 
th e r e f o r e no time p r i o r t o c r e a t i o n , i t i s no less t r u e t h a t there 
i s no c r e a t i o n p r i o r t o the creature and time". 
179. Creaturehood 56. Cf. also Athanasius 52 . 
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180. The d i s t i n c t i o n between nature and w i l l u l t i m a t e l y runs i n t o 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n s between two d i f f e r e n t " a c t s " of 
God; c r e a t i o n and generation. How t h a t i s so can only be 
shown by a c a r e f u l and extensive i n v e s t i g a t i o n . Florovsky 
o f t e n r e f e r s t o the l a t t e r d i s t i n c t i o n as a l l u c i d a t i n g the 
d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n and the freedom of God. 
181. Athanasius 53 
182. Creaturehood 59 
183. Cf. John Damascus, de f i d e o r t h 1 , 9 ; PG XCIV, 837: "He 
contemplated e v e r y t h i n g from before i t s being, from e t e r n i t y 
pondering i t i n h i s mind. Hence each Thing receives i t s being 
at a determinated time according t o h i s (God's) timeless and 
de c i s i v e thought, which i s p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , and image, and 
p a t t e r n " . 
184. Cf. note 183 and Dionysius Areopagita, de d i v . nom. V , 8 ; PG I I I , 8 
185. Creaturehood 60 
186. Augustin, de gen ad l i t t . 5 , l 8 ; PL XXXIV, 334. 
187. Therefore we cannot speak about an analogia e n t i s i n c r e a t i o n . 
the w i l l of God i s not h i s being. There can only be i c o n i c analogy 
188. Idea 64. 
189. Idea 65 . 
190. John Damascene, de f i d e o r t h . 1 , 1 ; PG XCIV, 789. Cf. Gregory of 
Nyssa, Quod non s i n t t r e s D i i , PG XLV, 121 B: "We have come t o 
know t h a t the essence of God has no name and i t i s i n e x p r e s s i b l e , 
and we assert t h a t any name, whether i t has come t o be known 
through human nature or whether i t was handed t o us through the 
S c r i p t u r e s , i t i s an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of something t o be understood 
of the nature of God, but i t does not contain i n i t s e l f the meaning 
of h i s nature i t s e l f .... On the co n t r a r y , no matter what name we 
give t o the very essence of God, t h i s shows something t h a t has 
r e l a t i o n t o the essence", i . e . h i s energies, which have t o be 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the nature of God. God i n h i s essence i s unknow 
able. This i s a basic C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e . We cannot know of what 
" m a t e r i a l " God consists of. But does t h i s mean t h a t we do not 
know h i s being? According t o Orthodox Theology we have t o 
d i s t i n g u i s h " i n (! ) God h i s nature, which i s one; and three 
hypostases; and the uncreated energy, which proceeds from and 
manifests f o r t h the nature from which i t i s inseparable" (Lossky 74 
Gf. also 79 and Florovsky's f o o t n o t e on the problem i n Creaturehood 
274, where he r e f e r s t o the Fathers). Thus there are, so t o say, 
three d i v i n e spheres, which a l t o g e t h e r c o n s t i t u t e God, but which 
have t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from each other. The question how the 
energies manifest the d i v i n e nature w i l l be discussed l a t e r , but 
i t may be said already, t h a t Florovsky would not express t h i s i n 
the way Lossky does i n t h i s q uotation. God's t r i u n e nature remains 
unknown, inaccessible and cannot be described i n terms d e r i v i n g 
from God's r e v e l a t i o n i n h i s energies (Cf. the discu s s i o n of t h i s 
problematic stand p o i n t below pp4^Bf). 
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191. Cf. Idea 68. 
192. De d l v . nomine 9; PG I I I , 909. 
193. Cf. Creaturehood 66. 
194. Cf. Creaturehood 64. 
195. Cf. Palamas 116 and Creaturehood 66. 
196. Cf. Athanasius, de d e c r e t i s I I ; * * i C*> TACL f iv Icrt 
197- Lossky 7^- The language can be nothing but apophatic t o describe 
t h i s . " i n using such d e f e c t i v e expressions, such inadequate 
images, we acknowledge the absolute n o n - r e l a t i v e character of the 
n a t u r a l and expansive energy, proper t o God" ( 7 ^ ) . Cf. also 
Idea 67 , where Florovsky deals w i t h the inadequacy of human 
language t o express these problems: " .... every word becomes 
dumb and inexact ....". 
198. John Damascene, de f i d e o r t h . 1 ,13; PG XLIV, 852. 
199- Creaturehood 66. The question of the c r e a t i o continua a r i s e s here: 
i s the i n i t i a l a c t of c r e a t i o n completed or i s God s t i l l a t work? 
Florovsky i s not e x p l i c i t on t h i s matter: Man's innate tendency 
t o f a l l back i n t o non-existence i s l i m i t e d because the world i s 
"maintained s o l e l y by the continuous a c t i o n ( ! ) of the Creator" 
(Athanasius 5 0 ) . But t h i s "continuous a c t i o n " i s not a c r e a t i o ex 
n i h i l o . By t h i s argument Florovsky wants t o safeguard h i s 
a s s e r t i o n t h a t the wor l d cannot f a l l i n t o non-existence again, " i f 
they (the created beings) do not a c t u a l l y p e r i s h i t i s only by 
the grace of the Creator" (Athanasius 5 6 ) , "Who i n His love and 
mercy c o n s t a n t l y cares f o r i t (the c r e a t i o n ) " (Asceticism 11), 
which i s h i s energy. But t h i s i s not understood as a new a c t of 
God. I t i s r a t h e r the consequence of Florovsky's o n t o l o g i c a l 
presuppositions. Because man o r i g i n a t e s i n nothing he " e x i s t s 
over an abyss of nothingness, ever ready t o f a l l i n t o i t .... and 
.... i s only saved from ' n a t u r a l c o r r u p t i o n ' ( i . e . non-existence) 
by the power of heavenly Grace" (Redemption 104f). We already 
discussed the l i m i t a t i o n of man's l i a b i l i t y t o death, which was 
never understood as an a c t i v i t y of God, but emerged from o n t o l o g i c a l 
presuppositions. 
200. Cf. Revelation 21: "And the climax (of God's r e v e l a t i o n i n h i s t o r y ) 
was reached, when God entered h i s t o r y h i m self, and f o r ever; when 
the Word of God was incarnate and 'made man'". Cf. also Holy 
S p i r i t 8 . 
201. Revelation 20. 
202. Florovsky r e f e r s t o l.Tim 6 , l 6 , though i t i s d o u b t f u l t h a t a 
d i s t i n c t i o n between essexe and energy i s i n view of the author of 
l.Tim. 
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203. Revelation 21. 
204. Florovsky sees the beginning of t h i s d o c t r i n e already i n 
S. Athanasius (Cf. Athanasius 52 and G. Dragas, Grace and 
Nature according t o St. Athanasius i n Athanasiana pp.99-142) , 
St. B a s i l (Cf. Ad Amphilochus, PG XXXII, 869 A-B), Gregory of 
Nyssa (Cf. cant. h. X I , PG XLIX I0I3B), Gregory Nanzianz 
(Cf. O r a t i o 38 ,7 cant, h XI i n Theophaniam, PG XXXVI, 3 1 7 B ) . 
For Gregory Palamas Cf. J Meyendorff, A study of Gregory Palamas, 
London 1964, pp.202-227. 
205. Gregory Palamas, Capita physica T h r o l . 68F; PG CL, 1169. 
206. Cf. Athanasius 6 l f ; Palamas 117,119; Creaturehood 67f. . 
207. Palamas 117. 
208. Cf. Gregory Palamas, Capita physica t h e o l . 127; PG CL 1209, see 
also cap. phys. t h e o l . 135 PG CL 1216. 
209. Cf. Redemption 275 , note 8 l , which I could not v e r i f y . 
210. Cf. Gregory Palamas, Cap. phys. t h e o l . 140^ PG CL 1220 A: "j <f< 
2 / 0 a. Idea 70 . The idea i s older and can already be found i n John 
Damascene, de f i d e o r t h . I , l 4 - PG XLIV : Xv jf A ? t^d^/^i-
211. Cf. Creaturehood 68: "None of these energies i s h y p o s t a s t i c , nor 
hypostases i t s e l f , and t h e i r i n c a l c u l a b l e m u l t i p l i c i t y introduces 
no composition i n t o the Divine Being". Cf. also Gregory Palamas, 
Theophanes; PG CL 929 A. 
212. Creaturehood 70 . 
213. Idea 73 . 
214. Cf. Idea 67 . 
215. Cf. Athanasius 52; "But, obviously, 'being' preceeds ' w i l l ' .... 
of course i t i s but a l o g i c a l order: there i s no sequence i n "the 
Divine Being and Life'.' 
216. Cf. Idea 7 3 , Creaturehood 72 . 
217. Cf. Palamas 117. Gregory Palamas' d i s t i n c t i o n was f i n a l l y 
accepted a t the councils of Constantinople 134l and 1351• 
218. Cf. Florovsky's c o r r e c t statement Palamas 118: " i n f a c t , the 
teaching of St. Gregory a f f e c t s the whole system of theology, 
the whole body of C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e " . Therefore I have t o 
discuss the problems of t h i s d o c t r i n e below i n Section . 
219- Creaturehood 6 l . I n saying t h i s Florovsky asserts again t h a t the 
d i v i n e and the human l i v e i n two d i f f e r e n t modes of existence. 
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220. Creaturehood 62. 
221. Creaturehood 7 2 f . 
222. Idea 74. 
223. Creaturehood 73-
224. Idea 75-
225. Thgophilus 122. Florovsky asserts t h i s i n d e s c r i b i n g Apa Aphou's 
p o s i t i o n i n h i s controversy w i t h Theophilus of Alexandria. 
Florovsky's p o s i t i o n i s i d e n t i c a l w i t h t h i s . I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g 
and f o r the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Florovsky's view of great 
importance, t h a t he does not r e f e r t o those statements of the 
Fathers he i s quoting i n 'Theophilus' and 'Anthropomorphites' i n 
h i s essays concerned p a r t i c u l a r l y w i t h the d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n . 
He wrote the l a t t e r as a dogmatician, the former however as a 
h i s t o r i a n of dogma, i f one i s allowed t o make t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n . 
(Florovsky would most c e r t a i n l y have d i s l i k e d t h i s , but he never 
asserts h i s agreement w i t h the described p o s i t i o n s i n the 
h i s t o r i c a l essays). Thus g i v i n g other p a ' t r i s t i c opinions of the 
concept of the imago d e i i n the h i s t o r i c a l essay than i n the 
essays on c r e a t i o n he c l e a r l y reveals where h i s main i n t e r e s t and 
concern i s . What consequences t h i s has, w i l l be shown i n the 
f o l l o w i n g . 
226. The only reference I could f i n d i s i n Holy S p i r i t 7- But there 
i t i s mentioned by chance and has no f u r t h e r i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the 
context. 
227. Cf. Creaturehood 272 note 49, where Florovsky r e f e r s t o John 
Damascene's concept of the three images. I n s t r e s s i n g t h a t the 
"sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between these i s essence of nature" Florovsky 
loses the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l p o i n t of t h i s d o c t r i n e . 
228. Adv. Haer. V , 6 . Cf. also V, 1 6 , 2 ; "For i n times long past, i t 
was sai d t h a t man was created a f t e r the image of God, but i t was 
not a c t u a l l y shown f o r the Word was as ye t i n v i s i b l e , a f t e r whose 
image man was created". 
C. The d o c t r i n e of Theosis 
1. Idea 75. 
2. Mother l 8 l . Cf. also Mother 177; "Man i s never d e a l t w i t h by 
God as i f he was a t o o l i n the hands of a master. For man i s a 
l i v i n g person". 
3 . High C a l l i n g 3^. 
4. Last Things 262. 
5- Redemption 147. 
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6. Cf. V a l l e y 17: "The de s t i n y of man i s decided i n human hearts. 
W i l l they be locked up even at the knocking of the Heavenly 
Father? Or w i l l man succeed i n unlocking them i n response t o 
the c a l l of Divine Love?". 
7- Cf. Idea 76 . 
8. Res. of L i f e 231. 
9. Cf. Res of L i f e 217. 
10. Cf. Redemption 102, 155 and Mother 177. 
11. Creaturehood 74 . 
12. I b i d . 
13. Cf. f o r example Mother l 8 l . 
14. Cf. Above, p. \1 
15. Mother 176. 
16. Mother l 8 l . 
17. Mother 173. Florovsky does f u l f i l t h i s t o the extent t h a t he deals 
w i t h the i n c a r n a t i o n i n e x p l a i n i n g the term iftoTcKof . But 
Re f e r r i n g t o the second term *E v e r - V i r g i n ' , which he supposes 
describes Mary completely i n combination w i t h the f i r s t one 
(Cf. Mother 171)* he has given the s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r other than 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l arguments, f i n a l l y l e a d i n g t o ecclesiology: "The 
Mother of God i s t r u l y the common mother of a l l the l i v i n g , of 
the whole C h r i s t i a n race, born or reborn i n the S p i r i t and t r u t h " 
(Mother 187 ) . Maryology however which leaves the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
context, which i s the only relevance f o r any t a l k i n g about Mary, 
i s a " f a l s e d o c t r i n e " , "because i t i s an a r b i t r a r y i nnovation of the 
face of S c r i p t u r e and the e a r l y Church, and (2) because t h i s 
i n n o v a t i o n c o n s i s t s e s s e n t i a l l y i n a f a l s i f i c a t i o n of the C h r i s t i a n 
t r u t h " (K. B a rth, Church Dogmatics. Vol. 1 ,2 138 and 143. Cf. also 
h i s e x p l i c a t i o n of t h i s r e j e c t i o n of Mariology apart from an 
a r t i c l e of C h r i s t o l o g y i n the pages l 4 4 f f . ) . 
18. Mother 177-
19. I t i s obvious t h a t Mary needed the annunciation, i . e . God's word 
came t o her, was spoken t o her and then she responded. I am not 
sure whether the annunciation i s necessary i n Florovsky's concept. 
Because i f everybody m y s t e r i o u s l y knows h i s c a l l i n g , h i s 
p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , then Mary could have known her s p e c i a l task. 
Florovsky, however, i s not e x p l i c i t enough on the d o c t r i n e of 
p r e d e s t i n a t i o n , so t h a t one can be sure about the d o c t r i n e . 
20. Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. V 1 9 , 1 . 
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21. Choix de Sermons e t Discours de S. Em. Mgr. P h i l a r e t e , 
- M e t r o p o l i t e de Moscow, t r a d u i t s par A. Serpinet. Paris 1866 
p.187. T r a n s l . i n t o Eng. by R Haugh, quoted by Florovsky i n 
Mother 180. 
22. Cf. Redemption 155-
23. P h i l a r e t of Moscow op. c i t . (Note 21) . 
24. Mother 181. 
25. Redemption 152f. 
26. Mother l 8 l . 
27. Mother 182. 
28. Creaturehood 74. 
29. Redemption 148. Florovsky's language i s very strong here: "must" 
and "has t o " . But he gives no h i n t who the g i v e r of these 
commandments i s . According t o Florovsky's concept i t must be 
e i t h e r man him s e l f , l i s t e n i n g t o h i s innate capacity f o r God, or 
the Church. 
30. Mother 184. 
31. C h r i s t i a n i t y 127-
32. I b i d . 
33- Asceticism 11. 
34. The nature of man cannot be f r e e d by man, because i t i s corrupted, 
but man can stop the process of pe p e r s o n a l i s a t i o n , which has 
e f f e c t s on h i s nature (Cf. above pp.?3jf). 
35. Idea 74. 
36. C h r i s t i a n i t y 128. 
37. Bethlehem 5-
38. Cf. Mercy 4: "A f r e e man wants t o be t h a n k f u l " . 
39• I could not v e r i f y t h i s q u o t a t i o n , which Florovsky gives i n 
Veneration 206. He r e f e r s t o "48 Word", which probably r e f e r s t o 
S. Isaac's of Syria's l i b e r de contemptu mundi, cap. 48 de o s t i o 
secretorum; PG LXXXCI p a r t 1, 875f. S. Isaac's statements are: 
"Gr a t i a post gratiam data est hominibus" (875A). "Lignum v i t a e es± 
c h a r i t a s ex qua e x c i d i t Adam, e t u l t e r i u s non o c c u r r i t s i b i 
gaudium, sed i n t e r r a spinarum operatur e t l a b o r a t " (875B). And 
he f i n a l l y comes t o a f o r m u l a t i o n Florovsky might have thought of: 
Deus c h a r i t a s est. I g i t u r vitam ex deo f r u c t i v i c a t , qui i n 
c h a r i t a t e v i v i t ; .... Charitas enim s u f f i c i e n s e t n u t r i r e hominem 
pro cibo e t p o t u j .... hoc e s t vinum quod l a e t i f i c a t cor hominis". 
(875 D - 876 A). 
NOTES FOR PAGES 57 t o 59 
40. Florovsky t h i n k s of l.Kor 4 ,15 and not of Gal 3,24f, where the 
law i s the TTAt / d j w y o ^ ••• Ct^ Xf<-(Tt>v. 
41. Mercy 2. 
42. Cf. Idea 7^: "The f r e e e f f o r t and the grace are not separable i n 
t h i s o n t o l o g i c a l ascent or growth of 'reasonable beings' - y e t 
there i s no confusion nor composition". 
4 j . We c l a r i f y t h i s i n the t h i r d s e c t i o n . Two small hiints can be 
found i n Mother 177f. ("The unique p o s i t i o n of the V i r g i n Mary 
i s obviously not her own achievement, nor simply a 'reward' f o r 
her 'merits' - nor even perhaps was the f u l n e s s of grace given 
to her i n a ' p r e v i s i o n ' of her m e r i t s and v i r t u e s " . ) and i n 
Mercy 3 ("Every good and p e r f e c t g i f t comes from the Fathers .... 
not so much as a reward, but r a t h e r as a grant".) I t i s obvious 
i n both quotations t h a t Florovsky does not exclude the idea of 
man ga i n i n g m e r i t s i n f r o n t of God. 
44. Cf. R. Bevon, A r t . D e i f i c a t i o n . Encyclopaedia of R e l i g i o n and 
Et h i c s . Vol IV p.525-535 (1911). 
45. Cf. Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. V preface; PG 7,1120. Athanasius, De 
Inc. 54; PG XXV, 192B and ad Ad§phium 4; PG 
Gregory of Nyssa, O r a t i o catechatica magna 25; PG XLV, 65D. 
We come back t o the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l o r i g i n of the d o c t r i n e at the 
end of the section. Cf. below p-
46. Dragas, Athanasiana 142. His essay 'Nature and Grace according t o 
St. Athanasius 1 i s t o a c e r t a i n extent concerned w i t h our problem. 
We w i l l see l a t e r , however, whether i t i s pos s i b l e t o speak of 
char i s as the personal conjun c t i o n between man and God. 
47. Creaturehood 74. 
48. Idea 74. 
49. Cf. Idea 7^, Creaturehood 7^, Palamas 115, and Anastasius of S i n a i , 
Hodegos 2; PG LXXXIX, 77B-C: D i ' u a ^ 'uit \/ , ^ T£ 
ti^unov tyoc^ , od^^s f ^ ' t u ^ ^tt'ujeij" , j ^ tl*cTj>n<... 
50. Palamas 115- There i s however a t e r m i n o l o g i c a l problem here. I n 
Idea 7^, Florovsky t a l k s about the " o n t o l o g i c a l ascent or growth" 
of man. Ontologieal r e f e r s here t o the two d i f f e r e n t modes of 
existence. Man has " t o surpass himself and t o r a i s e towards God" 
( I b i d ) . One could speak of the two d i f f e r e n t o n t o l o g i c a l l e v e l s , 
which meet i n d e i f i c a t i o n , are u n i t e d though not mixed. 
51. Palamas 115-
52. Cf. Ad ion. eubic. 43, PG XCI, 639: "He has created us f o r t h i s 
purpose, t h a t we might become p a r t i c i p a n t s of the Divine nature and 
partakers of e t e r n i t y ' s very s e l f , and t h a t we might appear t o Him 
(continued.) 
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52 . Continued. i n H i s l i k e n e s s , by d e i f i c a t i o n t h r o u g h g r a c e , 
t h r o u g h w h i c h i s b r o u g h t about t h e c o m i n g - i n t o - b e i n g o f a l l t h a t 
e x i s t s , and t h e b r i n g i n g - i n t o - b e i n g and g e n e s i s o f what does 
e x i s t " . I t must be n o t e d , however t h a t Maximus does n o t r e f e r 
t o t h e c h r i s t o l o g i c a l s t a r t i n g p o i n t o f t h e d o c t r i n e o f t h e o s i s 
i n t h i s passage. 
53- C r e a t u r e h o o d "Jk. 
54. H i g h C a l l i n g 34. 
55- C r e a t u r e h o o d 76 . 
56. St. Maca r i u s o f Egypt, de amore 28; PG XXIV, 932. 
57- H i g h C a l l i n g 35. 
58. H i g h C a l l i n g 37-
59- H i g h C a l l i n g 36. 
60. Communion 14. 
61. I b i d . 
62. V e n e r a t i o n 202. 
63. C r e a t u r e h o o d 77-
64. S. Maximus, c a p . t h e o l . e t oecon. Cent I 67; PG XCI 1 1 0 8 . " 
65 . S. Maximus, cap. t h e o l . e t oecon. Cent I I 21 ; PG XCI 1133. 
66. Cf. Lossky 87 . 
67. I d e a 74 . 
68. Cf. Cr e a t u r e h o o d 76; Grace " i n a manner imbued w i t h i t (man's 
n a t u r e ) , so t h a t by i t God's c r e a t i v e w i l l i s a c c o m p l i s h e d - t h e 
w i l l w h i c h has summoned t h a t - w h i c h - i s - n o t i n t o b e i n g i n o r d e r t o 
r e c e i v e t h o se t h a t w i l l come i n t o H i s communion". 
69. H i g h C a l l i n g 37- Cf. a l s o Year 3* where P l o r o v s k y quotes S. 
Maximus. 
70. I d e a 76 . 
71 . Cf. I d e a 7^: " i n t h i s r i s i n g he r e a l i z e s h i m s e l f , as i t were, 
c r e a t e s h i m s e l f " . 
72 . Cf. Palamas 115- I m m o r t a l i t y and i n e o r r u p t i o n a r e t h e two main 
g i f t s o f t h e o s i s . Adam c o u l d g a i n them o n l y by g r a c e , b u t h i s 
n a t u r e w o u l d have been l i a b l e t o c o r r u p t i o n and d e a t h s t i l l . Only 
i n C h r i s t t h i s i m p e r f e c t i o n o f n a t u r e i s overcome, t h e n man can 
s t a r t h i s pro c e s s o f a c o n t i n u a l u n i o n w i t h God i n a p e r f e c t way. 
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7 3 . Cf. Mother 182: "The ' p r i v i l e g e s ' o f t h e d i v i n e Motherhood do 
n o t depend upon a 'freedom f r o m o r i g i n a l s i n ' " . 
74. A s c e t i c i s m 11. 
75- C r e a t u r e h o o d 7 5 . 
76 . H i g h C a l l i n g 35 . 
77 . I d e a 74 . 
78. Thunberg, S i n n e r s 12. 
79- Cf. de gen. ad l i t t . 1 ,5: "Non hoc e s t e l esse quod v l v e r e " . 
80. C r e a t u r e h o o d 77 . 
81 . Cf. C h r i s t 2: " H i s t o r y i s much more t h a n a s t a g e on w h i c h human 
d e s t i n i e s a r e p l a y e d o u t . H i s t o r y i t s e l f i s t h e ' h i s t o r y o f 
S a l v a t i o n ' , t o be u l t i m a t e l y 'consummated'". 
82 . C r e a t u r e h o o d 77 . 
83 . C h r i s t i a n i t y 20. Cf. a l s o C h r i s t 3 . 
84. I b i d . 
85. Cf. e s p e c i a l l y Predicament. 
86. Cf. H i g h C a l l i n g 35- The Lover however does n o t f o r g e t h i m s e l f 
i n t h e a c t o f l o v i n g somebody. He i s t o t a l l y a t and w i t h t h e 
o t h e r , b u t i n d o i n g so he i s r e l a t e d t o h i m s e l f , he g a i n s h i s own 
b e i n g . Cf. J i i n g e l , Geheimnis 430-453- J i i n g e l d e f i n e s l o v e as 
f o l l o w s (434): " L i e b e ersch$4n uns, f o r m a l g e u r t e i l t , a l s 
E r e i g n i s e i n e r i n m i t t e n noch so gro§er und m i t Recht noch so 
gro§er S e l b s t b e z o g e n h e i t immer noch grb'§eren S e l b s t l o s i g k e i t . Und 
Li e b e wurde, m a t e r i a l g e u r t e i l t , v e r s t a n d e n a l s d i e s i c h e r e i g n e n d e 
E i n h e i t von Leben und Tod zugunsten des Lebens". 
87. Communion 15- Cf. a l s o above p p . l 4 f and n o t e c h a p t e r B 49a . 
88. C h r i s t i a n i t y 130. 
89 . T.F.Torrance, Theology i n R e c o n s t r u c t i o n , London 1965, p.243. 
Cf. a l s o T o r r a n c e ' s r e m a r k a b l e s e c t i o n about t h e problem o f grac e 
( I b i d * p p . 1 6 9 - 1 9 1 ) > w h i c h t o u c h e s our problem. I n r e f e r r i n g t o t h e 
Roman C a t h o l i c d o c t r i n e o f g r a c e , comparing i t t o t h e r e f o r m e d 
s t a n d p o i n t w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o t h e t e a c h i n g o f t h e F a t h e r s about 
grace and t h e o s i s T o r r a n c e g i v e s an e x c e l l e n t s u r v e y a b o u t t h e 
d i f f e r e n t c o n c e p t s . 
90. W i l l i a m s , Georges V. F l o r o v s k y 75 . 
91 . Stephanopoulos, T h e o s i s 160. 
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92 . Cf. T o r r a n c e , op. c i t . ( C h a p t e r C n o t e £ 9 g ) 183. 
9 3 . P l o r o v s k y always i n s i s t s t h a t t h e Orthodox d o c t r i n e i s and has 
t o be a C h r i s t i a n i z e d H e l l e n i s m (Cf. f o r example: C h r i s t i a n i t y 
CW I I 123; The F a t h e r s o f t h e Church and t h e Old Testament 
CW I V 38; The ways o f Ru s s i a n t h e o l o g y CW I V 1 9 5 ) , i n s t e a d o f 
a h e . l l e n i z e d C h r i s t i a n i t y . I do n o t b e l i e v e t h a t t h i s i s a 
t r u e d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e d i f f e r e n c e between w e s t e r n and e a s t e r n 
t h e o l o g y . 
94. Cf. P a t , Age 63. 
95- Cf. L a s t T h i n g s 245: "The m y s t e r y o f th e l a s t t h i n g s i s grounded 
i n t h e p r i m a r y paradox o f C r e a t i o n " , w h i c h " c o n s t i t u t e s t h e b a s i c 
paradox o f C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , t o w h i c h a l l o t h e r (!) m y s t e r i e s o f 
God can be t r a c e d back, o r r a t h e r i n w h i c h t h e y a r e impMed" 
(246) o r 263: " E s c h a t o l o g y i s t h e r e a l m o f a n t i n o m i e s . These 
a n t i n o m i e s a r e r o o t e d and grounded i n t h e b a s i c m y s t e r y o f c r e a t i o n " 
D. Cur deus homo? 
1. Cur 164. 
2 . C h r i s t 2 . 
3 . I k o n s 210. 
4. Pat. Age 67. 
5. Cf'. de g l o r i a e t honore f i l i i h o m i n i s super Matthaeum, l i b e r 13» 
PL CLXVTII 1628 B: "Hie primum i l l u d q u a e r e r e l i b e t u t r u m i s t e 
F i l i u s D e i , de quo h i s sermo e s t , e t i a m s i peccatum p r o p t e r quod 
omnes morimur, non i n t e r c e s s i s s e t , homo f i e r e t , an non". The 
r e f e r e n c e i n Cur 310 n o t e 3 i s wrong, i t i s PL 168 and n o t PL 148. 
6. The g l j o r i f i c a t i o n e t r i n i t a t i s , l i b e r 3 , 2 0 ; PL CLXIX J2D. 
7. F l o r o v s k y g i v e s a v e r y good s u r v e y a b o u t t h e s e two d i f f e r e n t 
o p i n i o n s i n Cur 165-7 w i t h e x p l i c i t r e f e r e n c e s . 
8. Cf. Cur 164. F l o r o v s k y agrees ( I b i d . ) w i t h B. W e s t c o t t , t h e 
Gospel o f C r e a t i o n , i n : The E p i s t l e s o f S t . John, t h e Greek T e x t 
w i t h n o t e s and essays. London 1892, 3 r d ed., p.288: " I t may 
perhaps be t r u l y s a i d t h a t t h e t h o u g h t o f an I n c a r n a t i o n 
i n d e p e n d e n t o f t h e F a l l harmonizes w i t h t h e g e n e r a l t e n o r o f Greek 
Theology", w h i c h Wescott t r i e s t o prov e on pp . 3 1 9 f f -
9. Cur 168. 
10. Q u a e s t i o ad Th a l a s s i u m ; PG XC 621 A-B. Cf. t h e c o n t e x t , quoted 
by F l o r o v s k y i n Cur 1.68f. 
11. Cur 170. 
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12. Cur I 6 9 . 
13. Year 3 . 
14. Cf. Year 3-
15. Cur 170. 
16. Cur 314 n o t e 18. I do n o t know when t h i s d o c t r i n e was o f f i c i a l l y -
disavowed by a c o u n c i l o f t h e Orthodox Church. B u t t h i s 
q u o t a t i o n c l e a r l y shows how much F l o r o v s k y agrees w i t h an 
o f f i c i a l t e a c h i n g a u t h o r i t y o f t h e Church. On t h e o t h e r hand i t 
seems t o me t h a t t h i s s t a t e m e n t c l e a r l y shows t h e bondage o f 
Orthodox s y s t e m a t i c t e a c h i n g and t h e o l o g y . 
17- Cur 314 n o t e 18. 
18. Cur 170. 
I l l T h e _ S a l v a t i o n _ o f _ M a n 
A. The s a l v a t i o n o f man's n a t u r e - C h r i s t o l o g y 
1. Lamb 21. 
2 . The q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r t h i s i s due t o t h e d i s a v o w i n g o f a 
s u p r a l a p s a r i a n c o n c e p t by t h e Orthodox Church (Cf. Cur 314) o r 
F l o r o v s k y ' s i n t e r e s t i n t h e e v e n t o f t h e i n c a r n a t i o n may*be l e f t 
open. Cf. Lamb 21: "We may n o t d e a l w i t h a b s t r a c t p o s s i b i l i t i e s 
a c t u a l l y u n r e a l i z e d and f r u s t r a t e d , n o r b u i l d t h e d o c t r i n a l 
s y n t h e s i s on t h e a n a l y s i s o f p r o b a b i l i t i e s , i n f a c t o f a causa 
i r r e a l i s " . There i s however c l e a r s c r i p t u r a l e v i d e n c e f o r t h e 
p r i m o r d i a l purpose o f God t h a t C h r i s t w o u l d be i n c a r n a t e d : 
l . P e t r . 1 ,20; Rev 13 ,8 : Eph 1,4- e t a l . 
3 . Ref. o f L i f e 217. Cf. above p. I f 
4. Cf. Res. o f L i f e 217, w h i c h i s n o t as c l e a r a t t h i s p o i n t , b u t t h e 
g e n e r a l l i n e o f F l o r o v s k y ' s t e a c h i n g seems t o be t h a t he c o n c e i v e s 
of man as o r i g i n a l l y c r e a t e d i n an i m p e r f e c t manner, w h i c h has t o 
be p e r f e c t e d by man's own e f f o r t s and f i n a l l y has t o be saved f r o m 
i t s c a p a b i l i t y o f c o r r u p t i o n by C h r i s t . 
5. Lamb 23. Cf. a l s o Redemption 99, 109. 
6. A t h a n a s i u s , de i n c a r n a t i o n e 8 MG XXV 109, T r a n s l . Thomas. 
7. Gregory o f Nazianzus, o r a t i o XLV i n S. Pascha 28; MG XXXVI 66l. 
Cf. a l s o T e r t u l l i a n , de carne C h r i s t i 6: "Forma m o r i e n d i causa 
n a s c e n d i e s t " . 
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8. Res. o f L i f e 225. 
9. Darkness 8 3 . 
10. Redemption 96 . Cf. a l s o Redemption 100: "The m y s t e r y o f t h e 
Cross b e g i n s i n e t e r n i t y , ' i n t h e s a n c t u a r y o f t h e H o l y T r i n i t y , 
u n approachable f o r c r e a t u r e s ' " . 
11. Lamb 22. 
12. Cf. L a s t T h i n g s 246 and C h r i s t 2 . 
13. Cf. Redemption 102. One might, e s p e c i a l l y t h i n k o f Anselm's 
t r a c t 'Cur deus homo?', w h i c h was t h e b a s i s f o r such an under-
s t a n d i n g . 
14. Redemption 131. 
15. Redemption 102. 
16. Redemption 95 . Cf. a l s o Pat. Age, 6 7 f . 
17. Cf. above p. d(> . 
18. Tree 11. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t i c e t h a t t h e p r e f a c e t o t h i s 
essay, w h i c h c o n t i n u e s as a w o r l d l y q u o t a t i o n o f Redemption, 
ppl31-159> sounds v e r y much l i k e a t h e o l o g i a c r u c i s . I c o u l d 
n o t f i n d any o t h e r passage i n any o f F l o r o v s k y ' s essays where 
he i s so emphatic about t h e Cross. 
19. Lamb 16. 
20. Lamb 25 . Cf. a l s o Redemption 137-
2 1 . Redemption 138. 
22. Cf. Redemption 132. 
23 . Lamb 16. 
24. Cf. L o y a l t y 2 0 3 f » where F l o r o v s k y shows what he means when he t a l k s 
a bout t h e c h u r c h : "As a member and p r i e s t o f t h e Orthodox Church 
I b e l i e v e t h a t t h e Church i n w h i c h I was b a p t i z e d and b r o u g h t up i s 
i n v e r y t r u t h t h e Church, i . e . t h e t r u e Church and t h e o n l y t r u e 
Church I am co m p e l l e d t o r e g a r d a l l o t h e r churches as d e f i c i e n t 
and i n many cases I can i d e n t i f y t h e s e d e f i c i e n c i e s a c c u r a t e l y 
enough. T h e r e f o r e , f o r me, C h r i s t i a n r e u n i o n i s j u s t u n i v e r s a l 
c o n v e r s i o n t o Orthodoxy". ( I am aware o f t h e f a c t t h a t p e r s o n a l 
s t a t e m e n t s a re u n f i t t i n g i n an academic t h e s i s , t h o u g h I want t o 
excuse t h e f a c t t h a t I cannot comment on t h i s q u o t a t i o n w i t h o u t 
becoming v e r y angry and c o n s e q u e n t l y r a t h e r i m p o l i t e ) . 
2 5 . Cf. C h r i s t 4; Lamb 16. 
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26. I k o n s 210. 
27. I b i d . 
28. Mother 174. 
29 . H o l y S p i r i t 10. 
30 . H o l y S p i r i t 10. 
31 . The d e f i n i t i o n o f F a i t h . 6 t h ec u m e n i c a l c o u n c i l , s e s s i o n 18 
L and C C o n c i l i a Tomus VT C o l 1019. I n : Nicene and Post-Nicene 
F a t h e r s V o l XIV, t h e seven e c u m e n i c a l c o u n c i l s o f t h e u n d i v i d e d 
c h u r c h , O x f o r d 1900, p.345. 
32 . Cf. ai>we C t-tcc^fe. ^ oeA "71 
33 . T e r t u l l i a n , de c a m e C h r i s t i 6, ML I I URY 746. 
34. Lamb 19. We have a l r e a d y seen t h a t Horovsky warns t h e o l o g i a n s 
a g a i n s t a k e n o t i c over-emphasis. MayWthis i s t h e r e a s o n f o r t h e 
r a r e o c c u r r e n c e o f t h e i m p o r t a n t theologoumenon. A n o t h e r r e a s o n 
maybe t h a t F l o r o v s k y i s i n t e r e s t e d i n t h e o n t o l o g i c a l problems 
o f C h r i s t o l o g y , b u t does n o t t a l k much about t h e e v e n t - c h a r a c t e r 
o f S a l v a t i o n . 
35. Mother 173. Cf. a l s o Redemption 132, 137, 301; Res. o f L i f e 226; 
Year 3 f ; and Lamb 15 f , 25 . 
36. Cf. Lamb 15f; Redemption 97 . 
37. Cf. Mother 176. F l o r o v s k y i s r e f e r r i n g t o John Damascene, de 
f i d e o r t h . I l l , 12. 
38. Mother 183. B e f o r e t h i s he d i s m i s s e d t h e Roman C a t h o l i c dogma o f 
th e immaculate c o n c e p t i o n as "an unnecessary c o m p l i c a t i o n " ( 1 8 2 ) . 
Cf. a l s o Year 3: " I n t h e v e r y b i r t h o f C h r i s t t h e o r d e r o f n a t u r e 
i s p o t e n t i a l l y overcome". S a y i n g t h i s F l o r o v s k y does n o t want t o 
go i n t o s p e c u l a t i o n b u t emphasizes t h a t " t h e h i g h e r ( b i r t h o f a l l 
men) i s p r e f i g u r e d and r e v e a l e d " ( I b i d . ) . We w i l l d i s c u s s t h e 
problom o f t h g s i n l e s s n e s s o f C h r i o t l a t o r . 
39. Redemption 301 n o t e 101. 
40. Cf. Redemption 9 7f. 
41. Cf. de f i d e o r t h . I l l , 28; MG XLIV, 1097 and H 9 0 . 
42. Redemption 97 . Cf. a l s o Redemption 102: human n a t u r e 
a l r e a d y d e i f i e d by i t s a s sumption i n t o t h e h y p o s t a s e s o f t h e Word". 
43. Cf\ John Damasoie, de f i d e o r t h . 111 , 1 2 ; MG XLIV, 1032: T^v 
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44. Cf. Res. o f L i f e 225; Year 2 . 
45. Cf. Asc e n s i o n 26; Res. o f L i f e 225. 
46. Redemption 98 . 
47. Res. o f L i f e 225; Redemption 9 5 f . 
48. Lamb 20. Cf. also. Res. o f L i f e 226. 
49 . Res. o f L i f e 226. 
50 . Cf. Redemption 282 Note 11. 
51 . Redemption 98 . 
52 . Redemption 100. 
53 . Redemption 101. The same i n t e r e s t o f F l o r o v s k y can be f o u n d i n 
th e f o l l o w i n g o b s e r v a t i o n : F l o r o v s k y s u p e r s c r i b e d t h e passage 
about C h r i s t ' s s a c r i f i c i a l d e a t h i n 'Tree' 12 - "High P r i e s t and 
V i c t i m " , i n 'Redemption' 1J1 however - "High P r i e s t and Redeemer". 
I presume t h a t t h e l a t t e r i s a c o r r e c t i o n made by F l o r o v s k y , 
when CW I I was p u b l i s h e d . C h r i s t i s a v i c t i m , b u t he i s 
p r i m a r i l y t h e a c t i v e redeemer, because he w i l l s t h e r e d e m p t i o n , 
i . e . h i s d e a t h . 
54. John Chrysostom, i n I o a n n . 485,2; MG L I X 462. 
55 . Redemption 135. Cf. a l s o Redemption 301 Note 100 and 157. 
56 . Redemption 101. 
57. I b i d . 
58. Redemption 102. 
59. Redemption 282 Note 15 , Cf. a l s o Res. o f L i f e 226. 
60 . Maximus, ad Marynum p r e s b . ; MG XCI 129. 
61 . Redemption 101. 
62 . Cf. Redemption 142, 304 f . 
63. Cf. Redemption 102. 
64. Lamb 25 . Cf. a l s o s i m i l a r e x p r e s s i o n s i n F a i t h 26; Res. o f L i f e 
228 and Redemption 138f . 
65 . Gregory o f Nazianzus o r a t . 41 . 
66. Bethlehem 4. 
67. Cf. H i g h C a l l i n g 32 ; Redemption 132. 
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68. E t h o s 26. 
69. V a l l e y 14. 
70 . Cf. Redemption 132f , 136; Res. o f L i f e 226f and Pat. Age 65. 
71 . Res. o f L i f e 227. 
7 2 . Cf. f o r example Redemption 132: "On Golg a t h a t h e I n c a r n a t e L o r d 
.... o f f e r s i n s a c r i f i c e H i s own human n a t u r e " . 
7 3 . Cf. below p- 9 0 
74. Cf. Redemption 137, 306 n o t e 135; Lamb 2 4 f . 
75• S y n a x a r i o n o f Good S a t u r d a y , quoted Redemption 303 n o t e 114. 
76 . Redemption 132. 
77- Cf. Lamb 25 ; Pat. Age 65 . 
78 . Redemption 131. 
79- Cf. Lamb 20. 
8 0 . Redemption 131. Cf. a l s o Redemption 101: A c c o r d i n g t o F l o r o v s k y 
t h e i d e a o f s a c r i f i c e i s an anthropomorphism, i f one u n d e r s t a n d s 
i t as a s a t i s f a c t i o n o f God. I t must be u n d e r s t o o d i n terms o f 
G l o r y and v i c t o r y o v e r d e a t h . 
8 1 . Redemption 132. 
82 . Cf. Redemption 133; Res. o f L i f e 227. The language F l o r o v s k y 
i s u s i n g sounds r a t h e r o f f e n s i v e t o modern e a r s , b u t F l o r o v s k y ' s 
i n t e n t i o n i s t o draw a p a r a l l e l between t h e sacrament o f t h e 
c r o s s w i t h t h e o u t p o u r i n g o f b l o o d and t h e sacrament o f b a p t i s m 
w i t h t h e o u t p o u r i n g o f w a t e r . Cf. below, ff-
8 3 . Redemption 133. 
84. Cf. Redemption 147; Res. o f L i f e 230 , where F l o r o v s k y r e f e r s t o 
th e A d a m - C h r i s t - t y p o l o g y and a s s e r t s t h a t " t h i s p a r a l l e l was 
drawn a l r e a d y by St . I r e n a e u s " (Res. o f L i f e 2 3 0 ) . Rom 5 however 
drew t h i s p a r a l l e l i n t h e f i r s t p l a c e , t h o u g h i n an u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
w h i c h does n o t s u i t F l o r o v s k y ' s p r e s u p p o s i t i o n o f t h e d i s t i n c t i o n 
between p e r s o n and n a t u r e . 
85 . Res. o f L i f e 230. 
86. Cf. Redemption 146; Lamb 27; Res. o f L i f e 230 and above p.10. 
87 . Redemption 97 . 
88 . Lamb 27. 
8 9 . Year 2 f . 
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90. Redemption 97 . 
91 . F l o r o v s k y r e f e r s t o I r e n a e u s (Redemption 280 n o t e 5 ) , who 
e x e m p l i f i e s t h i s i n adv. haer. I I 2 2 , 4 ; "For he came t o save a l l 
t h r o u g h h i m s e l f - a l l , I say, who t h r o u g h him are r e g e n e r a t e d 
i n t o God, i n f a n t s , c h i l d r e n , boys, young men and e l d e r s . There-
f o r e he passed t h r o u g h e v e r y age, and became an i n f a n t f o r 
i n f a n t s , s a n c t i f y i n g a l l t h e i n f a n t s ; a c h i l d among c h i l d r e n , 
s a n c t i f y i n g a l l o f t h a t age ( e t c ) .... Thus he passed t o h i s 
d e a t h , so t h a t he m i g h t be 'the f i r s t b e g o t t e n f r o m t h e d e a d 1 " . 
(Trans. H i t c h c o c k 1916 p . 6 l ) . 
92 . Cf. Redemption 9 7 , 9 9 f . 
93 . Lamb 20 . 
94. John Damascene, de f i d e o r t h . I l l , 25; MG XLIV 1903. I i n s e r t e d 
t h e a d d i t i o n ' h i s ' because C h r i s t had t o d i e n o t because o f a 
n e c e s s i t y o f h i s n a t u r e , b u t because he wanted t o d i e . 
95. Mother .1.82. 
96 . Redemption 145. For ' p o t e n t i a r e s u r r e c t i o n i s ' see blow, p p - ' ^ 9 ^ 
97 . Redemption 96 . Cf. a l s o Redemption 109 ,145 . 
98. F l o r o v s k y uses t h e te r m 'new c r e a t i o n 1 t o d e s c r i b e t h e a b o l i t i o n 
o f m o r t a l i t y . Cf. C h r i s t i a n i t y 129f: i m m o r t a l i t y can be 
e x p e r i e n c e d even i n t i m e ; V e n e r a t i o n 208: Since C h r i s t and 
t h r o u g h C h r i s t " a g a i n commenced a l o n g row o f human b e i n g s " ; 
Res. o f L i f e 230: "The R e s u r r e c t i o n o f C h r i s t i s a new b e g i n n i n g 
.... an u l t i m a t e s t e p i n S a l v a t i o n " ; Lamb 27 . 
99. H i g h C a l l i n g 32 . 
100. Cf. Redemption 110,114 
101. L a s t T h i n g s 258 f . Cf. a l s o Mother 175. 
102. Ascension 26. Cf. e s p e c i a l l y t h e q u o t a t i o n f r o m t h e Orthodox 
L i t u r g y f o r t h e f e a s t o f t h e a s c e n s i o n ( I b i d . ) . 
103. H i g h C a l l i n g 32 . Cf. a l s o Redemption 132. 
104. Cf. Redemption 106,283 n o t e 20; Res. o f L i f e 2 2 1 f f; Pat. Age 
7 71 *Lamb 23. 
105. Res o f L i f e 223. 
106. Redemption 111. 
107. Cf. Res. o f L i f e 223: "To s t r e s s human m o r t a l i t y does n o t mean 
t o o f f e r a ' n a t u r a l i s t i c ' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f human t r a g e d y , b u t , 
on t h e c o n t r a r y , i t means t o t r a c e t h e human p r e d i c a m e n t t o i t s 
u l t i m a t e r e l i g i o u s r o o t s " . 
NOTES FOR PAGES 90 t o 93 
108. Res. o f L i f e 220. Cf. a l s o Lamb 23; Redemption 146, 306f . 
The d e f i n i t i o n o f d e a t h can be f o u n d a l s o i n P l a t o , Phaedo 64 C. 
I t d e r i v e s f r o m t h e P l a t o n i c S o c r a t e s and became t h e c l a s s i c a l 
d e s c r i p t i o n o f d e a t h . I t was r e g a r d e d as a c o r r e c t and s e l f -
e v i d e n t p r e s u p p o s i t i o n . 
109. F l o r o v s k y i s always e m p h a s i z i n g t h i s a t g r e a t l e n g t h , r e f e r r i n g 
t o P l o t i n u s , C i c e r o e t c . Cf. Redemption l l l f f . 
110. Res. o f L i f e 224. 
111. Redemption 114. 
112. Redemption 115. 
113- Res. o f L i f e 223. Cf. a l s o Redemption 107f. 
114. Cf. A t h e n a r g o r a s , de r e s u r r e c t i o n e m o r t . 13: "Soul and body 
compose one l i v i n g e n t i t y " (Lamb 23) and P s e u d o - J u s t i n , de 
r e s u r r e c t i o n e , i n : H o l l , Fragmente d e r v o r n i c a n i s c h e n K i r c h e n -
v a t e r aus den Sacra P a r a l l e l a , Harnack-Gebhardt, T e x t e und 
Uji t e r s u c h u n g e n , v o l XX, 2 1889. F r g . 107 P.^5t Ti v i * ItTlv „ 
0 V A 0J (, K O V } 
115. Cf. F l o r c v s k ' s p r e s e n t a t i o n o f t h e development o f t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
o f t h e u n i t y o f human n a t u r e i n Redemption 115-120. 
116. F l o r o v s k y does n o t say what t h e body i s . A p a r t f r o m h i s des-
c r i p t i o n o f i t t h r o u g h t h e term ' f l e s h ' one has t o assume t h a t 
body d e n o t e s t h e c o r p o r a l i t y o f man (Cf. Redemption 105 ) . I n 
Res. o f L i f e 2 2 1 , F l o r o v s k y f o l l o w s P s e u d o - J u s t i n ' s d e s c r i p t i o n 
o f man as a " r a t i o n a l a n i m a l " , ^ w h i c h i s o b v i o u s l y t h e A r i s t o t e l i a n 
d e f i n i t i o n o f man: Ai^ov tjfviv . He m i g h t be i n f u l l 
agreement w i t h t h i s t r a d i t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n , w h i c h would"mean t h a t 
s o u l i s t h e d i s t i n c t i v e s i g n o f man, w h i c h d i s t i n g u i s h e s him f r o m 
a l l o t h e r c r e a t u r e s . - T h i s d e f i n i t i o n o f man was v i g o r o u s l y 
a t t a c k e d by L u t h e r i n h i s t r a c t 'de nomine', because i t i s n o t a 
t h e o l o g i c a l d e s c r i p t i o n o f man. 
117. J u s t i n , d i a l o g u s cum Trypho 5-
118. Cf. J u s t i n , o p . c i t . "6 and Res. o f L i f e 2 l 6 , 2 l 8 and 240. 
119. Res. o f L i f e 217. 
120. L a s t T h i n g s 259. 
121. Cf. a l s o Res. o f L i f e 2 l 4 f . 
122. H i g h C a l l i n g 33. Cf. a l s o Redemption 107, 283 n o t e 23 . 
123. Redemption 119. Cf. a l s o Redemption 125. 
124. Redemption 125. 
125. Cf. Res. o f L i f e 220. 
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126. Redemption 107. T h i s argument i s o n l y c o n v i n c i n g i f man knows 
ab o u t h i s i m m o r t a l s o u l Does man have t h i s s e l f - k n o w l e d g e ? 
T h i s must be do u b t e d , a p a r t f r o m a l l o t h e r o b j e c t i o n s t o a 
c o n c e p t i o n o f an i m m o r t a l s o u l . 
127. Cf. Res. o f L i f e 222. 
128. F l o r o v s k y c a l l s t h i s an " o n t o l o g i c a l i n f i r m i t y o f t h e s o u l " 
(Redemption l 4 l ) . 
129. Redemption 105. Cf, t h e s m a l l a d d i t i o n I have t o make t o t h i s -
below p. l * t * 5 ( f . 
IJO. Res. o f L i f e 222. 
131. Redemption 108. 
132. F l o r o v s k y ' i s n o t c l e a r w h e t h e r God w i l l s t h e d e a t h o f e v e r y s i n g l e 
man o r w h e t h e r t h i s i s j u s t a n a t u r a l p r o c e s s . 
133. Cf. Redemption 132f , 108. The i d e a o f a p u r i f y i n g d e a t h can be 
f o u n d i n Gregory o f Nyssa, o r a t i o c a t . 35-
134. Cf. Redemption 145 q u o t i n g John Chrysostom, i n hebr. h.1 7 , 2 , 
MG L X I I I , 129. 
135. Res. o f L i f e 229. 
136. Redemption 139- T h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g i s r e j e c t e d i n t h o s e i k o n s , 
w h i c h p r e s e n t t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n as t h e d e s c e n t i n t o h e l l (Cf. 
Redemption 302 n o t e 112) . I t m i g h t be c o n f u s i n g t h a t F l o r o v s k y 
d e c l a r e s so many days as t h e most i m p o r t a n t ones f o r man's 
s a l v a t i o n . I t can be Good F r i d a y ( = C r o s s ) , H o l y Thursday 
(= e u c h a r i s t ) , Good S a t u r d a y ( = d e s c e n t i n t o h e l l ) , E a s t e r 
Sunday ( = R e s u r r e c t i o n ) , A s c e n s i o n day ( = g l o r i f i c a t i o n o f 
C h r i s t and human n a t u r e ) o r P e n t e c o s t ( = g i v i n g o f t h e H o l y 
S p i r i t ) . Each one o f these i s d e c l a r e d as t h e most i m p o r t a n t one 
by F l o r o v s k y i n v a r i o u s essays on d i f f e r e n t o c c a s i o n s . D e s p i t e 
t h i s d i f f e r e n c e t h e r e i s a g r e a t e r emphasis on Good S a t u r d a y 
because i t combines a l l a s p e c t s o f th e s e days o f s a l v a t i o n . 
137. L a s t T h i n g s 2 6 l . Cf. a l s o 146; Redemption 140. 
138. Redemption l 4 l . 
139. Cf. Lamb 26. 
140. Cf. l . P e t r . 3 , 1 9 w h i c h F l o r o v s k y u n d e r s t a n d s i n t h i s w a j 
(Redemption 3 0 3 ) . 
141. Redemption l 4 0 f . 
142. Redemption 141. T h i s r e f l e c t s a g a i n t h e d i f f e r e n t degrees o f 
c o r r u p t i o n o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l . Cf. above, pp- 30#. 
143. Redemption 144. 
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144. Redemption 140. I t i s c l e a r t h a t t h e h y p o s t a s i s o f C h r i s t does 
n o t cease t o e x i s t f o r i t i s s t i l l t h e h y p o s t a s i s o f t h e d i v i n e 
n a t u r e . Even i f t h e human n a t u r e i s b r o k e n , t h e h y p o s t a s i s 
l i v e s . T h i s concept makes i t a g a i n c l e a r t h a t t h e human n a t u r e o f 
C h r i s t does n o t r e a l l y a f f e c t t h e d i v i n e h y p o s t a s i s . Thus God 
d i e s o n l y i n h i s human n a t u r e b u t t h e h y p o s t a s i s i s unharmed by 
t h i s e v e n t . 
145. Redemption 142. 
146. L i s t e n i n g s o u l s however compel t o r e g a r d t h e body as a c c i d e n t a l . 
147. Redemption 141. 
148. Cf. above p-
149. Redemption 146. 
150. Redemption 142. 
151. Redemption 143. 
152. L a s t T h i n g s 259. Cf. a l s o 259f: "Death i s a c a t a s t r o p h e . B ut 
persons s u r v i v e , and th o s e i n C h r i s t a re s t i l l a l s o a l i v e - even 
i n t h e s t a t e o f d e a t h " . I t i s o b v i o u s t h a t F l o r o v s k y here 
equates p e r s o n and s o u l . The p o s t u l a t e t h a t o n l y t h e u n i t y o f 
s o u l and body f o r m a human h y p o s t a s i s and t h u s a human b e i n g i s 
o b v i o u s l y n e g l e c t e d . 
153. Cf. V e n e r a t i o n 203. 
154. Cf. Communion}. 
155. L a s t T h i n g s 262. P r o f . B a s i l e i a d e s , Athens, t o l d me t h a t t h e 
Orthodx t h e o l o g y does n o t t e a c h a p u r g a t o r y , w h i c h c l e a n s e s 
s o u l s , as t h e Roman C a t h o l i c s do. 
156. I b i d . 
157. Redemption 139f. 
158. Redemption 144. 
159. Cf. Redemption 120, l 4 5 f , 150; C o n t o r o v e r y 113. 
160. Ascension 25. 
161. Cf. f o r Or i g e n ' s p o s i t i o n on C h r i s t ' s g l o r i f i e d body F l o r o v s k y ' s 
summary on h i s d e s c r i p t i o n i n C o n t r o v e r y 113f . 
162. Redemption 145. 
163. Redemption 147. 
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B The s a l v a t i o n o f t h e C h r i s t i a n p e r s o n - E c c l e s i o l o g y 
1. R e v e l a t i o n 36. 
2 . Ascension 27. 
3 . Cf. i b i d and above p.96. The r e s t o r a t i o n o f t h e image o f God i n 
man i s t h e r e c r e a t i o n o f h i s c a p a c i t y f o r God. 
4. Cf. Hig h C a l l i n g 33. 
5 . Ascension 27. 
6. Cf. H i g h C a l l i n g 33 . 
7 . Cf. Ascension 28 and John Chrysostom, on Ephesians 1,22. 
8. F l o r o v s k y g i v e s some h i n t s t o t h i s p o s i t i o n : Lamb 14, Year 2 . 
9 . H i g h C a l l i n g 33 . 
10. Cf. V e n e r a t i o n 208; Communion 20; Pat. Age 66 . 
11. Communion 19. I n t h i s way F l o r o v s k y w i s h e s t o e x p l a i n t h e T r A ^ f y ^ 
o f C h r i s t (Eph 1 , 2 3 ) . 
12. Cf. Mother 173. 
13. Cf. Lamb 28; C h r i s t 2; Pat. Age 66. 
14. Cf. L a s t T h i n g s 254. 
15- V e n e r a t i o n 203. 
16. Communion 19. 
17. Lamb 27. 
18. Mother 186. 
19. Cf. Mother 173, l 8 6 f . 
20. Cf. V e n e r a t i o n 203-
21. Cf. e s p e c i a l l y F l o r o v s k y ' s essays on m o n a s t i c i s m , f o r example 
C h r i s t i a n i t y 126: " M o n a s t i c i s m i s i n p r i n c i p l e , an exodus f r o m t h e 
w o r l d " . 
22. V e n e r a t i o n 203-
23. C a t h o l i c i t y 45. 
24. Communion 4. 
25. I b i d . : 
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26. R e v e l a t i o n 36. 
27. Pat. Age 64. 
28. Cf. Pat. Age 66: V e n e r a t i o n 203. 
29 . F l o r o v s k y emphasizes t h a t t h i s c o u l d n e v e r be an i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c 
r e t r e a t f r o m t h e w o r l d , because unus C h r i s t i a n u s , n u l l u s 
C h r i s t i a n u s . Cf. S o c i a l Problem 133, 137-
30. Church 70. 
3.1. I b i d . Cf. a l s o F a i t h 28. 
32. Church 70 . 
33- I b i d . 
34. F a i t h 30. Cf, a l s o S o c i a l Problems 140 - 2 , where F l o r o v s k y 
s t r o n g l y argues a g a i n s t an a n t i m a t e r i a l a t t i t u d e o f C h r i s t i a n s . 
35- R e v e l a t i o n 36. 
36. Pat. Age 66 . 
37- A u g u s t i n , i n psalmo 26 sermo 2 n . 2 3 . 
38. Res. o f L i f e 234. 
39. Cf. above and Predicament 
40. L a s t T h i n g s 247. F l o r o v s k y p o s t u l a t e s t h i s w i t h o u t g i v i n g p r o p e r 
reasons. 
41. Cf. Pat. Age 66. 
42. L a s t T h i n g s 244. 
43. C h r i s t i a n i t y 129. Cf. a l s o L a s t t h i n g s 247, where F l o r o v s k y 
a p p l i e s t h e same t o God: "What t a k e s p l a c e i n t i m e i s s i g n i f i c a n t 
- s i g n i f i c a n t and r e a l f o r God h i m s e l f " . B u t n o t i o n s a bout t h e 
problem o f h i s t o r y and God/man a r e q u i t e r a r e i n h i s essays. He 
p r e f e r s t h e c a t e g o r i e s o f o n t o l o g y and h a r d l y c o n c e i v e s o f t h e 
r e l a t i o n between man and God i n terms o f e v e n t s . 
44. Cf. L a s t T h i n g s 252. 
45. Cf. Redemption 129; F a i t h 2 0 f . 
46. Cf. F a i t h 2 0 f . 
47. Cf. above; V a l l e y i o f . 
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48. C r e a t u r e h o o d 7 2 . T h i s i s one o f t h e two passages I c o u l d f i n d , 
where F l o r o v s k y speaks about t h e r e l a t i o n o f t h e l i v i n g man 
r e s i s t i n g God. The Other one s t a t e s : "But above t h e image ( o f 
God i n man) t h e Proto-Image always s h i n e s , sometimes w i t h a 
g l a d e n n i n g , sometimes w i t h a t h r e a t e n i n g , l i g h t " . ( C r e a t u r e h o o d 
73)• I t i s i m p o s s i b l e however t o answer t h e q u e s t i o n w h e t h e r 
F l o r o v s k y w o u l d say, t h a t God e n f o r c e s t h e e v i l - d o i n g o f t h e s e 
r e s i s t i n g men, a concept w h i c h L u t h e r t h o u g h t o f . 
4-9- F l o r o v s k y r e f e r s t o Joh 5 , 2 9 . 
50 . Redemption 151. 
51. Cf. above p . 6 9 f . 
52 . Redemption 156. 
53- H i g h C a l l i n g 33-
54. Lamb 28. F l o r o v s k y n e v e r s t a t e s t h a t C h r i s t i s t h e only_ sacrament, 
b u t due t o t h e c l o s e c o n n e c t i o n between t h e sacraments and C h r i s t ' s 
s a c r i f i c e , he i s v e r y c l o s e t o t h i s p o s i t i o n and wo u l d p r o b a b l y 
agree w i t h such an argument. Cf. below pp- Hff • 
55. Lamb 28. Cf. a l s o Redemption 156 ,159 . 
56 . Cf. H i g h C a l l i n g 33 . 
57- Cf. Redemption 156f . 
58 . Redemption 152f . 
59 . Cf. Res. o f L i f e 234. 
60. Redemption 148. Cf. a l s o Lamb 27. 
61. I b i d . 
62 . C a t h o l i c i t y 43 . 
63 . F l o r o v s k y ' s s t r e s s on t h e pre-eminence o f re p e n t a n c e o v e r b a p t i s m 
suggests t h a t he i s opposed t o t h e b a p t i s m o f i n f a n t s . I n Lamb 28 
he c l e a r l y e xpresses: " F i r s t , f a i t h and 're p e n t a n c e ' a r e 
r e q u i r e d .... Then (!) Ba p t i s m " . W i t h t h e emphasis on t h e 
p e r s o n a l a s p e c t o f r e p e n t a n c e as an i n n e r change i t may be 
co n c l u d e d t h a t he i s opposed t o t h e (wrong) i d e a o f a s u b s t i t u t i o n a l 
f a i t h ( o f t h e g o d p a r e n t s o r n a t u r a l p a r e n t s ) as w e l l . F l o r o v s k y 
comes t o t h i s c o r r e c t r e s u l t because o f h i s s t a r t i n g p o i n t o f man's 
freedom and c o n s e q u e n t l y h i s t a s k t o save h i m s e l f i n a s y n e r g y 
w i t h t h e d i v i n e g r a c e . T h i s however l e a d s t o t h e dangerous 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g t h a t i t i s man al o n e who d e c i d e s w h e t h e r he wants t o 
be saved o r n o t . Thus, b a p t i s m w o u l d n o t be a sacrament b u t a mere 
p e r s o n a l a c t , w h i c h c o u l d be s e p a r a t e d f r o m t h e " d i v i n e a s p e c t " . 
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64. V e n e r a t i o n 201. I t s h o u l d be n o t e d t h a t t h e c h u r c h i s h e r e 
u n d e r s t o o d as something ' s u p e r n a t u r a l ' , something i n b e t w e e n t h e 
c r e a t e d n a t u r e , i . e . t h e i n a n i m a t e d , and the d i v i n e . 'Super-
n a t u r a l ' d e n o t e s t h e p r o p e r human sphere as t h e sphere o f t h e 
m e d i a t o r between God and h i s c r e a t i o n . 
65. Cf. V e n e r a t i o n 201f. 
66. Redemption 153-
67. Lamb 28. Cf. a l s o Redemption 149; Res. o f L i f e 22 . F l o r o v s k y 
r e f e r s t o Rom 6 , } f ; Col 2 , 1 2 ; 2 . T i m 2 , 1 1 . 
68. Redemption 154. Cf. Gregory o f Nyssa, o r a t . c a t . 33. 
69. H i g h C a l l i n g 32 . Cf. a l s o Communion 3: "There i s a deep 
resemblance between b a p t i s m and b u r i a l ( o r d e a t h ) , t h e d e a t h o f 
a C h r i s t i a n b e i n g a l s o t h e day o f h i s m y s t e r i a l b i r t h " . 
70. Redemption 154f . Cf. a l s o Lamb 28; Res. o f L i f e 236. 
71 . Redemption 150. 
72 . Res. o f L i f e 225. T h i s q u o t a t i o n i n d i c a t e s t h a t b a p t i s m i s 
ne c e s s a r y f o r t h e f i n a l s a l v a t i o n o f man. F l o r o v s k y however 
never s t a t e s t h i s e x p l i c i t l y a p a r t f r o m t h i s q u o t a t i o n . 
73. Redemption 155. 
74 . I b i d . 
75. Cf. Redemption 151. 
76. C a t h o l i c i t y 43. 
77- Cf. Redemption 150: " B a p t i s m a l r e g e n e r a t i o n and a s c e s i s a r e 
j o i n e d t o g e t h e r : "The d e a t h w i t h C h r i s t and t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n a r e 
a l r e a d y o p e r a t i v e w i t h i n b e l i e v e r s " . 
78. Res. o f L i f e 236. " S o u l s " s t a n d s f o r p e r s o n a l i t i e s . Cf. above p. 1 i . 
79. Cf. Redemption yjjf, where F l o r o v s k y r e f e r s t o Gregory o f Nyssa's 
p o s i t i o n . 
80. Cf. Res. o f L i f e 234. 
81. H i g h C a l l i n g 33f -
82. Cf. Res. o f L i f e 235-
83 . Cf. Redemption 96; Res. o f L i f e 225. 
84. Redemption 156. 
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85. Cf. Redemption 156f. As regards the sacraments Florovsky follows 
to a large extent Nicolas Cabasilas. In his t r e a t i s e 'The l i f e i n 
Christ', Cabasilas i s concerned with the sacramental l i f e of the 
Christian and i t s e f f e c t s , i.e. the complete transfiguration of 
man int o a de i f i e d creature. Beside Gregory Palamas, Cabasilas 
(1322/3 to 138?) i s the second l a t e r Orthodox Father.Florovsky 
refers to f o r a great deal. He was a defender of Gregory's 
doctrine of the divine energies, when Palamas was Nicolas' Bishop 
i n Thessalonica. Though Cabasilas does not refer to Palamas' 
hesychast doctrine e x p l i c i t l y he agrees with i t . Cf. Bobrinskoy's 
introduction to Cabasilas i n "Life i n Christ" pp.17-42. 
86. John Chrysostom, de proditione Iudaae 1,6; MG XLIX, 380. 
Florovsky i s r e f e r r i n g to him, when he asserts the i d e n t i t y of 
everything i n the celebration of the eucharist with the things i n 
the upper room. 
87. Cf. above p. f2. 
88. Redemption 156. 
89. Cf. Veneration 207. 
90. Cf. Redemption 308, where Florovsky refers to Odo Casels' explanation 
of sacramental symbolism and i t s realism. 
91 . Nicolas Cabasilas, v i t a i n Christo; MG CL, 612 CD. 
92. Redemption 158. 
93. Redemption 157. 
94. Redemption 131. 
95. Mother l 8 l . 
96. Redemption 152f. 
C The Christian Hope 
1. Cf. Pat. Age 64. 
2. Christ 3. 
3. Valley*15. 
4. Christ 3. 
5- Cf. I b i d . 
6. Cf. Redemption 151; Christ 3-
7. Christ 3. 
8. Cf. I b i d and above PT(> • (=0$. 
9. Christ 4. This would be a good s t a r t i n g point f o r Florovsky's ethics. 
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10. Cf. Last Things 255-
11. Last Things 255- Here i s the s t a r t i n g point f o r the e x p l i c i t 
Eschatology. 
12. Cf. Redemption 307 note 
I l l A_Critical_Assessment_of _Florovskj[]_s_Doc t r i n e 
1. Cf. Lossky's d i s t i n c t i o n of three divine spheres p . K J n o t e 190. 
2. Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, vol. I I , 1, 332. The term 'form' 
however i s not very fortunate. 
3. Creaturehood 66. 
4. Idea 69. 
5. Idea 72. 
6. Jiingel, Verhaltnis 35^- Cf. also Rahner, de t r i n i t a t e 322: 
"Dieses Geheimnis scheint nur um seiner selbst w i l l e n m i t g e t e i l t 
zu sein.. Es b l e i b t , auch nach seiner Mitteilung, als W i r k l i c h k e i t 
i n sich selbst verschbssen". 
7. Creaturehood 69. 
8. Plato, P o l i t e i a I I , 379 a. Cf. also Jiingel, Geheimnis 3 l 6 f , who 
shows that the assertion of the imposs i b i l i t y to t a l k about God's 
being, is * HK^^U *oii**. 
9. Cf. Lossky 28, 231 and others. 
10. Creaturehood 69. 
11. Lossky 8 l . 
12. Jiingel, Geheimnis 355. 
13- John Damascene, de f i d e orth. 1,3. Cf. also Idea 67. 
14. Cf. above p/Uj and John Damascene, de fid e orth. 1 ,1; PG XCIV 789. 
15. John Damascne, de f i d e orth. 1 ,1; PG XCIV 797-
16. Idea 72. 
17. Cf. Jiingel, Geheimnis 33^. 
18. I b i d 3^0. 
19. Cf. e x p l i c i t l y on t h i s problem: Jungel, Geheimnis 307-^08, 
especially 33^, 3^3f, 38 l f and 405f. 
20. Cf. above p . ^ Y 
NOTES FOR PAGES 129 to 131 
21. Cf. Creaturehood 56. 
22. The term 'double-creation' i s unfortunate. I t j u s t wants to 
denote the coming int o existence of something other than the 
Godhead. And even the thought of a creation shows that God i s 
already "outside" himself, that he started to think about some-
thing other than himself. I t i s - to use a scholastic term -
an "opum ad'extra internum" 
23. Creaturehood 55-
24. Athanasius 57. 
25. JUngel, Geheimnis 301. 
26. Jungel, Geheimnis 45. Cf. Year 3* where Fiorovsky uses quite the 
same terms i n r e f e r r i n g to S. Maximus, but he means something 
d i f f e r e n t . 
27. M. Luther, de servo a r b i t r i o . W3f 18, 636, 27-29. 
28. Luther however i n asserting that freedom i s "plane divinum nomen" 
speaks of man as having no free w i l l . Man can only be freed. This 
does not mean that Luther does not speak about man's freedom! Cf. 
his t r a c t "de l i b e r t a t e Christiana". 
29. Cf. Idea 71f: " i n the course of theological r e f l e c t i o n , i t i s 
exactly the person of the Incarnate Word which i s the s t a r t i n g 
point. But f o r formulating t r i a d o l o g i c a l f a i t h , abstraction must, 
be made of Christology too". 
30. M, Luther, de servo a r b i t r i o . WA 18 685, 29-31. 
31. I b i d . 606, 26-28. 
32. Loci communes rerum theologicarum seu hypotyposes theoligicae. 1521. 
Cf. also Barth's discussion on t h i s i n Church Dogmatic v o l . 11,1 259f. 
Also Weber, Grundlagen I 442-5. 
33. Cf. M. Luther, Genesisvorlesung 1535-^5. WA 44 586,26-19. This i s 
not the place to discuss Luther's d i f f i c u l t d i s t i n c t i o n between 
'deus absconditus* and 'deus revelatus'. Cf. f o r the discussion 
of the problem G. Ebeling, Luther pp.259-279. 
34. I t must be emphasized that God i s s t i l l a mystery, but i t i s a 
revealed mystery! Cf. Rahner 'de t r i n i t a t e 345: "Es . i s t 
selbstverstandlich, das die T r i n i t a t s l e h r e dauerrj sich des 
Geheimnisses bewu§t bleiben mu§, dajS der gottlichen W i r l i c h k e i t 
wenigstens quoad nos j e t z t und immer, also auch i n der v i s i o beata 
zukommt .... da§ dieses Geheimnis wesentlich identisch i s t mit dem 
Geheimnis der absoluten Selbstmitteilung Gottes i n Christus und 
seinem Geist an uns". Cf. also Rahner, de t r i n i t a t e 349-
35. Cf. especially E. Jungel, Gottes Sein i s t im Werden. Verantwortliche 
Rede vom Sein Gottes bei Karl Barth. Eine Paraphrase. Tiibingen 
1976 3rd Edition. 
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NOTES FOR PAGES 1JL to 
36. J tinge 1, Geheimnis 47. 
37. Cf. Weber, Grundlagen I 486. See also Calvin, I n s t i t u t i o I I I , 23,2 
38. Jiingel, Geheimnis 48. The result of t h i s i s a new (?) concept 
and understanding of the divine being including the f a c t that the 
imminent T r i n i t y i s the economic and the economic T r i n i t y i s the 
imminent. (Cf. Rahner, de t r i n i t a t e , which i s taken up by JLingel 
i n 'Verhaltnis' and i n 'Geheimnis' 508ff.) Thus the doctrine of 
the T r i n i t y i s not an unnecessary supplement of theology, but i t s 
basis and s t a r t i n g point (Cf. Rahner, de t r i n i t a t e ; and Barth's 
construction of his Church Dogmatics). The s t a r t i n g point f o r the 
doctrine of the T r i n i t y however i s God's revelation i n Christ. 
39- Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics Vol IV, 1 p.186. 
40. Martin Luther, disputatio cum scholast. theol. These 17. WA 1,225. 
41. A detailed exegesis of Rom 7> 14-25 could not be included here. Cf 
fo r the problem Bultmann, Rom 7; Bormkamm and Kasemann. 
42. At t h i s point the question of 'gospel' and 'law' becomes relevant. 
Whether we speak of 'law and gospel' (Luther) or of 'gospel and law 
(Barth) i s of immense importance i n t h i s context, though we 
cannot discuss i t here. To denote the problem I therefore use the 
term 'grace of God', f o r both, gospel as well as law, are the 
expressions of God's grace. 
43. Georges Plorovsky, Ways of Russian Theology. Part I . Collected 
works Vol V. Belmont (1979) p.XVII. 
44. Plorovsky wrote quite a number of essays on t h i s issue. Though he 
does not explain the term "neopatristic synthesis", i t should be 
possible to f i n d his exact understanding of the term. 
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